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INTRODU CTION

During the summer ofli974, the Seattle Public Schools Administration
staff presented a ;;}an to the School Board recommending the cloéure of
seven elementary schools. The reaction to the proposed school closures
on the part of the residents in the closure neighborhaéds was swift and
OutsPOken.

Genérally, the rcridents were opposed to the proposed school
closures, They argued that the schools were an es sential elerent in
maintaining' the viability of the neighborhoods an‘c'l to -close them would only
set off a chain of events which would have negative. impa.c;‘orn the city.
F::lrthgr, they argued that the school disi;rict had not studied the impact
which closing the schools might have on.the' community.

Apparently, these arguments were persuasive, because following
a summer-long series of public hearings in the proposed closure neigﬁbor-
hoods, the Superintendent of Schools recommended against proceeding with
the closures pending' further study of the closure question. |

Following this decision, the School District and City of Seattle jointly
applied to the National Institute of Education (NIE) for a grant to study the

school closure issue., The application was successful, and in September

of 1975, a staff was hired to conduct the one year study,

3

T A portion of this Introduction was prepared by Donald Eismanh, Director
of the Schools and Neighborhood Research Study.
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As part of this investigation, the research design called for two
se;;hax;ate studies to be conducted by outside consultants., The first study
was designed to ''determine the significance of the neighborhood school to
the maintenance and/'or‘develc.)pment of the neighborhood unit," The se cond

study, which is_reported in this paper, was charged with '"'the identifi~
- ‘cation of per ceptions and expe ctations -of neighborhood re siﬁents and
businesses with respect to the schools.* The Seattle Public Schools con-

tracted with MPR to conduct this study, and the work was performed

during the period of Mar ch_t_hrough August 1976,

This Final Report on the Neighborhood Survey presents the findings
and outlines the methodology utilized in this 'study. The first chapter of
thie; report is devoted to the Executive Summary of Findings, Subsequent
to this is a chapter which outlines the design of the project, This explana-
tion is key to the understanding of the later chapters in that much of the
comparative‘analysis presented in those chapters utilizes the distinction
betwéen control and closure neighborhoods as well as the household/
business/tracked sample trichotomy. Following thisl,. there are seven
chapters devoted to the more detailed discussion of the findings for each of
seven research questions, which are identified in Chapter II, Each of
these chapters examines in some depth the relationships between the
closure of the neighborhood elementary school and changes in the surround-
ing commurities. Although these chapters are obviously interrelated, each
flas been prepared as a separate set of analysis and as such the reader,
hayiné read over the chapt;er on séudy désign’, could easily step into the

; :
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beginnihg of any chapter,
The final chapter (X) discusses the survey administration. . Appended

are copiés of the survey instruments and additional tables.
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CHAPTER I

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

The intent of the Neighborhoc;d Survey was to identify the perceptions
and expectations of the neighborhood residents and businesses with respect
to the neighborhood elementary school. More precisely, the study focused
on the effects of ciosing that school. To acbcomplish this we interviewed
households and businesses ;in neighborhoods where elementary schools had
been closed as well as in other very similar ncighborho.ods (referred to
as contrblss wherq 'th.c school remained open., We asked respondents to
address a variety oquuc::stions covering such subjects as their satisfaction
with their kneighborhood, .their perceptions of the quality of public clemen-
tary education in their heighborhood,_ their support for s;hools, and to what
extent the public schools élayed a role in their decision to locate in the
heighborhood, We furtin er surveyed a group of famiiigs (referred to as
the tracked sarnple) who had children enrolled in the schools which had
closed and who subsequgntly moved out of the neighborhood. The purpose
of' :_s“ur_xgeying this grou:;.;v;/as to measure the perceptions of a group which
may have reacted most strongly to the closures by moving away from the
neighborhood.

Although the scope of the questionnaire was fairly broad, it all pivoted

around the attempt to:

8
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l, Ascertain what people thought actually happened or expectt_d
would happen lf the school was closed, and

2. Determine what has happenecd to the ncighborhoods wherec the
schiool closed vis a vis the ''control! neighborhood.

As far as the first'question is concerned, there was considerable
data Ito support the hypothesis that people perceive that a ;chool closure
actually did or would causé ch;ng’es in.the neighborhood., For example,
almost one-half of the people in the three primary 'closure neighborhoods"1
who resided there at the time of closure indicated that they thought the
closure caused people to move out of the néirghborhoodo 40% of this same
group indicate that the neighborhood residents had to find a new location |
for community mectings, and about the same number think that the type
of pcople moving into the neighborhood chanéed. About a quarter of the
matched closure group think that the zlosure caused the crime rate to
increase, property values to decline, and people to show less concern
about their neighborhoods, Causal responses such as these are quite strong;

-these events were not perceived as being coincidental with tfle closure,

or part of 2 more general trend of changes in the neighborhood, but are
seen as direct results of the closure of the school. - )

. We asked the '"control' group a similar battery of quesitions, but here

t}{é"y\\v,ei"e worded to ask about the effect of a hypothetical closure. Almost
four out of five. respondents said that people would move out of the neigh-

borhood and that the type of people moving in would change. In general,

IThis group is hereafter labelled the "matched closure' group and includes
Georgetown, Interlake, and Mann neighborhoods.

.
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control respondents were more than twice as likely to believe that a
school closure would cause changes in the neighborhood than the respon-
dents living in the closure neighborhood at closure actually perceived as -
occurring.

Also, about one out of six neighborhood residents ‘state that they
would want to move if the neighborﬂood school closled: and 70% of those
who would want to move say they actually would move. Not surprisingly,
households with children react the strongest--about one third of j:hosé
saying they would want to move.

'-The second mode of analysis was to compare the current status and
changes occurring over time in t&me closure neighborhoods to the status
and trends in the control neighborhoods, o 'I%e analysis here was more
extensive, covering a broad set of subjects, On a number of these subjects
there are marked differences between the closure and control neighborhoods.

Most of theoe differences offer support to the hypothesis that the
closure of the school led to.the’perception of negative changes in the
neighborhood. For example, businesses in the closure neighborhoods are
more likely to be dissatisfied with the neighborhood as a place to do busi-
ness and also more likely to think that the overall volume of business has
gotten worse since the closure than do their counterparts in the control
neighborhoods.. The residents in the control neighborhoods are more likely.
to say that quality of public elementary education is excellent and 'i’ff;\proving
than those in the closure neighborhoods ano also, not surprisingly, they are

more satisfied with the distance children have to walk to school,
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The group who used to live in the closure neighborhoods and moved
away around the time of closure are much more likely to think the quality
of education in their new neiéhbdrhééds is géod or excellent, than are the
people living in their former (closure) neighbéfhoods. This same group
is also much more likely to see the neighborhood as changing for the
worsc (at the time they moved) than those who stayed behind are to éee a -
deterioration since the time of closure. This may be a very important
finding; it suggests several possibilitiés, one of which is again that the
neighborhood did experience some negative changes right after closure but
that the adjustments which have taken place since that time have dampcned
cxxrrgtzii‘esidents' memory of t};o_f‘,e changes.

Not all of our findings, howev,'é‘r, support the hypothesis that neighbor-
hood decline is associated with cldsure. There is virtually no closure/
control difference in residents' overall satisfaction with their neighborhood,
or changes in overall satisfaction since the time of closure. (Control
respondents were asked about changes over the éaxnc number of years. )
Closure rcsidents‘also do not appear any less likely to attend meetings
in the community or to have chosen their current residence because of
the closeness of schools, In fact, there are several results which seem to
counter this '"decline' hypothesis., Both houscholds and businesses in
the control ncighborhood report more crime than the closures, and control
businessc‘s are more likely to think property values aré not increasing.
But since the controls are overall as satisﬁ“’fq_,_Wiﬂ},vf?ﬁ%ﬁ,ﬁ?ig.hb‘?rh.ood

as the closures there must be some compensating factors for the perccived’

11
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higher crime rate and problem with pr0p§:rty values, One could speculate

that this compensating differéncc is the existence of a neighborhood school.
In conclusion, therc appears to be some support for the ncighboxl'hood

decline hypothesis and no cons istent results countering that hypothesis.

We think that the support is not consistent enough to fully accept the decline

hypothesis, but that there is enough support to warrant further study of

the matter.‘ The p.rimary weakness of the study is the length of time that

.elapsed between the closures and the study. It is reasonable to believe

that some portion of the perceived impact has been washed away by this

time lag, and only a study implemented (ideally) prior to a set of closures

will truly be able to draw firm conclusions,




CHAPTER II

STUDY DESIGN

In this chapter we outline the basic parameters of this study. As
such, this chapter is prerequisite to an understanding of the chapters
which follow,

This chapter is presented in four sections:

A. Research Questions
B. Study Methodology
C. Sample Characteristics

D. Report Presentation

o



A,  Research Questions

- As noted above, the purpose of this study on-the most.general.level . ...
was to identify the perceptions and expectations of neighborhood residents
and businesses with respect to the schools.

To accomplish this, we rdelineated seven research questions, which
'-"f:é.re Sriéfly expla:ined below:
1. Are there differences in neighborhood satisfaction which can

be attributed to the closure of the neighborhood elementary
school ? '

The basic hypothesis to be tested in this chapter is that the clo-
sure of the neighborhood elementary school will cause residents and
businesses there to be less satisfied with the neighborhood as a place

to live or do business.

2. Have there been changes in the neighborhood since the school
ctosure which can be attributed to the closure?

.Here the hypothesis tested is that the school closure has ‘contributed
to deterioration of the neighborhood, as seen in comparison to the co -

trol neighborhood.

3. What is the irﬁportance of schools in mobility and locational
decisions? '

The primary hypothesis is that the proximity to school is an important

factor in locational decisions and that people would actually move out

of neighborhoods because the school closed.

14
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4. What is the perceived impact on educational quality of closing

quality of education in the neighborhood to decline.

5. What services do residents utilize and/or expect from school
facilities? Are there differences between the closures and the
controls? :

6. What do residents perceive actually happened or would happen
if the school closed? '

7. Is there a relationship between the support for schools and the
closure of the neighborhood school?

The hypothesis is that residents in closure neighborhoods.will

show less support for the schools than those in control neighborhoods.

Given these research questions we then developed a sampling strategy

and three survey questionnaires with which we conducted 1341 in-person

interviews.




B. Study Methodology

This section discusses the methodology utilized to address the

aforementioned research questions. This is presented in four parts:
l.  Sample Construction
2. Instrument Structure
3.‘ Survey Response

4. Limitations of Study

1. éarﬁpl"é Construction
Most of the analysis in the subsequent chapters is relatively
unsoph:lsticatcd statistically, and relies heavily uoon the éample con-
struction., As such this section is basic to the understanding of_those
. P
chapters, \", o
The basic dichotomy within the sample is the distinction between
the '"closure' and the "control" neighborhoods, There are five '"closure'
ncighborhoods-~each characterized by the actual or threatened closure
of the neighborhood elementary school. This distinction is made for both

the survey of households in the neighborhoods as well as'the survey of

businesses, These neighborhoods are listed in Table II-1 below,

Table II-1 SURVEY NEIGHBORHOODS BY TYPE

Closure Control (for each Closure)
Dccatur1 Maple Leaf
Georgetown . Concord !
Interlake Allen
Mann : Minor/Leschi
Surnmit none

! This is a treatened closure neighborhood; the school was not

actually closed.
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In addition to surveying hous eﬁolds and businesses we also
suryeyed\a‘ group which hereafter will be referred to as the '"Tracked
S?.mple", The sample frame for this group is compbsed of the pérents
of those children who had been enrolled m a closure schooll and left
that ncighborhood either the year of closure or the following year,

As in the survey of households, we often split Decatur off from the
others because the closure never occurred in that neighborhood,
Therefore the tracked sample results are often presented in two
groups--one includes the form.er residents of Georgetown, Interlake,
and Mann and the other of Decatur,

These nine neighborhood household samples are aggregated in
a variety of ways in the suibsequent chapters, The different aggrega- -
required to respond to the research questions. For each of the three
different aggregations we discuss below its definiti?n, delineate its
composition and sample size, and discuss Ehe purposes for which we

will utilize that group:

a. Matched Closures and MatchedlControls--This is our most
often used aggregation because it is the most appropriate for

- answering questions on the overall perceived impact of school
closures, Itis our opinion that the most meaningful analysis

comes from this sample, There are significant differences

Iror purposes of constructing the tracked sample, Decatur was treated
as a closure neighborhood. _

2Summit is excluded because the closure occurred in 1965 and many of the
children's addresses would not be accessible through school district records.
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between neighborhoods which make it difficult to control for
specific neighborhood effects unrelated to school closure while
sorting out the results of school closure, As the analysis is
broadened to include a greater variety of neighborhoods, these
neighborhood influences will not predominate as markédly.

For these tw§ groups we have weighted. each sa.r.nple point in
three closurc neighborhoods and their three controls according
to their populations, ,Tﬁethree closure neighborhoods used are
Interlake, Mann, ;.nd Geo.rgetown, and the c;)ntrols are those
matched with l:herr;: Allen, I\'Iinor/Leschi, and Concord., The
reasons that these three closure neighborhoods were selected--
and Decatur and Summit excluded--is that in Decatur the school
never closed, and for Summit there is no control neighborhood.
. Also, Summit's closure occurred eleven years ago and as such a
very small portion (13.7%) of our sample resided there at the
time of closure, ”

As noted above, each of these sample points is weighted
according to the neighborhood population. The formula for
establishing the weight is simply the number of househélds in
the neighborhood divided by the number. of sample points. The

weights utilized are as follows:

Interlake 10, 421 Allen 31,013
Mann 7,460 Minor/Leschi 42,541
Georgetown 10.189 Concord 13,086

18
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The sample\sizes for these two groups in performing
statistical tests are 528 matched closures and 282 matched con-

trols.

b, Tenured Closures (or Controls) -- A relevant sub-group

of each of these matched samples: is the group of current resi-
dents who were living in the neighborhood at the time of the school
closure, This group is referred to as "tenured' hereafter and is
utilized when the analysi; sugéest that inclusion of é.ll respondents
might wash out some of the real impact of the closures, simply
because about half of our respondents h.a.ve moved into their neigh-
borhoods since the closu.res. The “sample size of these groups
(which is weighted just as the matched groups for the analysis)

are 274 tenured closures and 127 tenured controls.

c. Closures with Children -- In the analysis there is often the
need to compare the tracked sample with 1;he group of families
with children who still reside in the neighborhoods where the
closure occurred, The group called '""Closures with Children"

is defined to be those matched closure households who had chil-
dren of elémentary school age at the time of closure, The sample
size of fhis group is 147, and when results are presented it is for

-

the group weighted across the three matched closure neighbor-

hoods,

19
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Table II-2 below presents the sample sizes by sanple group

and neighborhood, .and the estinm ted sampling error for cach of

these groups.
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TABLE II-2: ESTIMATED SAMPLING ERROR

' OF VARIOUS AGGREGATIONS

Residents ‘ Sample Size
Decatur : ) 93
Georgetown 89
Interlake 235
Mann 204
Summit : 95
Maple Leaf : 96
Concord 93
Allen - 97
Minor/Leschi 92
Tenured Clo'surel’2 . 274
Tenured Controls7 127
Matched Closure Households 528
Matched Control Households 282

Business

Closure4 111

Conf:_rols4 75

Tenured Closure 65
Tracked

Three N%ighborhooc_ls5 46

Decatur ‘ 15

I Tenured means respondents' home or business was in the neighborhood
at time of closurec. Non-tenured means that they were not there,

2 This group includes the tenured residents of Georgetown, interlake,
and Mann; this is also weighted by population.

3 Al intcrvals are at the 95% level of confidence.

4 Sample frame size of about 350 for closure and 250 for controls.

5 Sample frame size of about 90.
6 Sample frame size of about 23,

7 Includes households n the control neighborhood that were there at the
time the associated school . closed.
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2. Instrument Structure

_The‘ survey in‘struménts were designed to collect the data required
by the analysis plan 'for each of the seven rescarch éuestions, These
instruments are appended.

The basic approach t'o the questionnaire was to begin with those
questions which we wished the respondent to answer before beginning
to see that thchuestionnai.re was focuéed on school closures. The
pattern in the household questionnaire is to first discuss the neighbor-
hood‘i.n general, leaving the definition of the neighborhood to the re-
spondent, then pursue 1.:he neighborhood further but to define the neigh-
borhood as only the school attendance area. The next section queries
'them on education in gene ral, then education in their neighborhood,
and finally questions on school closures, Demographic data collection
concludes the interview. The other two interviews, tracked and busi-
ncss, are structured the same way.

In each table in the botiy of this report, the appropriate interview

question number is cited.

3, Survey Results

The overall response rate for this study was 73.6%. This is
about 5-8% lower than was expected, .a.nd this 5-8% can be attrilsuted'
to two neighborhoods where we experienced extremely low response
rates,

In Summit we encountered the problem of locked apartment build-

ings where contact with residents is achiéved only through the intercom



system. Not only does this increase the percentage !'not home! it
also leads to more refgsa.ls. Our resulting responsc rate was 50.8%.
Because the Summit closurc occurred eleven years ago and also be-
cause there is no control neighborhood this data was not extensively
analyzed in this study.

In Minor/Leschi our response rate was only 58.2%. To attempt
to analyze non-respcinse bias we compared the demographic data on
our respondents with other available data on those neighborhoods and
concluded that there were no readily apparent biases present. Given
the time and budget constraint of this project we deccided to accept
the data as useful after this cﬁrsory comparison,

Without these two neighborhoods, the response rate is 78.1%,
which is about what would be expected for thi.s. type of survéy.

Detail on the response rate is provided in Table II-3,

-19-



TABLE II-3 " SURVEY RESPONSE RA'i‘ES

HOUSEHOLD INTERVIEW .

Attendance Interviews Refused Could Not Contact
Area ‘Completed Interview For Interview (Not Home) Response Rate
Decatur 93 19 5 79.5%
Georgetown 89 29 4 73.0
Interlake ‘ 235 ° 44 26 77.0
Mann 204 43 29 73.9
Summitt 95 63 ' 29 50.8
Allen 97 29 8 72.4
Concord ' 93 22 - 15 71.5
Maple Leaf 96 . . 16 4 82, 81
Minor-Leschi 92 41 25 58,2
Totals 1094 306 145 70.8%
BUSINESS INTERVIEW
186 16 - -2 91.2%
TRACKED INTERVIEW
61 7 6 82.4%
TOTAILS FOR ALL INTERVIEWS
1341 329 153 73.6%

1The response rate in Minor was 57.8%, and in Leschi 58, 7%.

24
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4, Limitations of this Study

| The primar‘y‘weakness of this study is that it was undertaken
from five to eleven years after the fact, We feel that much of the
perceived impact of the school closures has been lost because of
this time lag. This is due to two reasons: 1) people adjust over
time to changed circumstances, a:nd having adjustedvi.t is likely th)a(.t
many residents will not recall clearly what actually happened imme-~
diately after the change, and 2) many of the residents who may have
been most affected by the.eveht may have moved away from the neigh-
-'borhood,.. Only about half of our sample lived in the neighborhoods
at the time of closure,

We feel that this limitation is quite strong and that it probably
constitutes a downward bias on the perceptions of the impact of the
closure.A As such we think that the impact on the neighborhood that

~actually occurred is at least as great as that reported here é.hd

-

probably g reater.

As is the case in most research studies--this report suggests that
there should be further work on the subject. In this case a more timely
study is needed,

A second v_vea.kness of this study is the lack of a set of baseline
data to be utilized }:o correct for control/closure differénces other
than the fact ‘;:mhat the school had closed. The factor analysis utilized
to assign a control 1;0 each closure, and our multivariate regression

analysis-are both reasonable aftempts to achieve what could have been
better accomplished by a set of baseline data,

-2l- 25




C. Sample Chara cteristics

Since the basic focus of the analysis of this report is based upon the
control/closure dichotomy it is importé.nt to examine the similarities of
‘the control and closure neighborhoods. The Schools and Neighborhoods’
Rescarch Group for the Seattle Public Schools originally assigned a control
‘tq each closure as a result of a factor analysis on a set of key demographic

variables.

In Table II-4, we compare some of the basic demographic character-
istics of the survey respondents of the closure neighborhoods with their
control neighborhoods. In the regression analysis which appears in some
of the analytical chapters it appéars that the differences in demographics
explain away some apparent response differences between clo;ure and

control neighborhoods,

It can be seen from Table II-4 that there av.r“emsome strong differences
within the clo;&‘;é/control neighborhood‘rﬂatches (e.g., Mann 46% with child-
ren vs, Minor/Leschi 33% with children), As a result the regression
analysis is even more important because it controls for these differences
by holding the independent variables constant at their means during the

analysis,

The characteristics of the business sample are presented in Table II-5,
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TABLE II-4: - CHARACTERISTICS OF THE HOUSEHOLD SAMPLE

"G Follow . Hoysehold Income Sexof |
with Age of Respondent Ethnicity Distance from School Ycars in Residence Clo~ ["Less Res.
child-]wader Other more |1.54 sure | than {5000 |10000-20000 |pondst | Owa

ren | 24 [25-44 |45-64 | 654 |Black | Min.| White| 1 blk, |2 blks.|2 blks.|than 2 2-5 |5-10 [10+ |News |$5000 10000 | 20000 + [ Male |Home =n

39.5% | 5.4% 140,20 34.4% |14.0% | 0| 4.3%) 95.7%| 14,0% [22.6% |63.4% | 21, 5% |22, 6%) 17, 2% | 38,75 66,7 14 0%| 17.2%) 34, 4% [34,45; 65,6%183.9% 93

40.6 |10.4 }30.3 [5L0. [8.3 |0 - 5.2 (94,8 [-5.2 (18,8 (78,5 |17.7 17,7 |18.8 [45.8 | 66,7 12,5 112,5 31,3 |43.8 | 72,9 |s0.6 96

27,0 {11.2 28,1 32,6 [28.1 L1 9.0 1899 | 6,72 |22 (9.0 |37,1 12,4 [13.5 {37.1 |51.5 47.2 18,0 130.3 | 4.5 | 52,8 |48.3 89

31,5 217 |33.7 {250 [10.9 | 0 0 00,0 | 9.8 J141 |76.1 1435 (14,1 | 9.8 |32,6 |42.4 | 28,3 30.4 |33.7 | 7.6 60.9 |47.8 | 93

5.9 10,2 135.4 140.0 14,6 (83,9 | 6.3 [10.2 | 6.8 (20,0 [73.3 |74.8 | 9.8 |15.6 [45.9 53,2 | 44,7 23,9 | 25.4 | 6,3 | 62,0 [61.3 | 204

32,6 |15.2 |42.4 (283 15,1 |87 110.9 {30.4 | 9.8 [18.5 177 139.1 141 | 8.7 |38.0(s3.3 | 413 |25 19.6 16,3 [ 55,4 {46,7 | o2

5.1 [14.9 [¢4.7 [19.6 1209 | 0,4 | 5.1 | 94,5 | 6.0 (1.1 |a3.0 [e1.7 15,7 | a5 3.9 1617 (20,2 (17,9 | 43.4 |15 [s6.6 [s7.9 | 235

1.5 1196 1371 128.9 1144 | L0 | 211969 | 7.2 186 [74.2 (3.1 [16.5 |10.3 [36.1 |ag.5 | 18,6 | 19,6 | 44,3 1.5 54,6 (67,0 | 97

11,6 j2L1 {32,686 [23,2 [23.2 |14.7 13,7 | 7106 | 3.2 9.5 87,4 [62.1 [13.7 |10.5 |13.7 |41.5 54,7 123.2 | 16,8 | 5.3 J4l.4 | 8.4 95

30.7 (14,1 37,6 {30.8 (17.5 |22.2 | 6.1 | 7.7 | 7.3 [15.1 |77.6 36,3 14,7 12,3 |36.7 |54.9 | 32,6 20,5 | 32,1 14,8 {s8,3 53,5(1094
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TABLE 1I-4 (continued):

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE HOUSEHOLD SAMPLE

Number of Children in Household # Household With:
Children Children
Aged 5-12 | Less Than
in Year of | 5 in Year
_ 0 1 2 4 5+ Closure of Closure
Interlake 176 (74.9%) | 23 ( 9.8%) {25 (10.6%) 7( 3.0%) 1 ( 0.4%) 3{1.2%) [} 37(15.7%) | 29 (12, 3%)
‘Allen 80(82.5) | 5(5.2) | 7(7.2) | 4(41) 1(1.0) | 0 . --
Mann 111 (54.1) 40 (19.5) 22 (10.7) 13 ( 6.3) A1 ( 5.4) ‘8 ( 4.0) 68 (33,2) 47 (22.9)
Minor/Leschi || 62 (67.4) 15 (16.3) 9(9:8) 4( 4.3) 1(1L1) 1(1.1) | - --
 Georgetown 65 (73.0) 11 (12.4) 6(6.7) 4( 4,5) 1(1L.1) 2(2.2) 15 (17.0) 11 (12.5)
Concord 54 (68.8) |11(1.8) 14051 | 2(22 | 1(Ly | 1(LD - .-
Decatur 60 (64.5) |17 (18.3) 12049 | 4(43) | 0 0 16 (18.8) | 17 (20.0)
Maple Leaf |57 (39.4) |1707.7) 17077 | 3(3.1D) | 0 2( 2.1) - .-
Summit 84 (88, 4) 7 7..4) -24{2,1) 1(1.1) ' 1(11) 0 10 (11, 4) 5(5,7)




TABLE II-5: CHARACTERISTICS OF BUSINESS RESPONDENTS

CLOSURE CONTROL

)
l .
102 eeeececnesnns 18 (16.2) 10 (13.8)
]
' .,::..., .
Years 1350 iiieenneennns 14 (12.6) 16 (21.3)
Business !
Open 1610, 00eenne. 24 (21.6) 17 (22.7)
]
[} .
N N 55 (49.6) 32 (42.7)
: .
T
' .
| Same as Business.,. 22 (19.8) 16 (21.3)
Respondent's i A
Home i Other in Seattle. ... 49 (44.1) 40 (53.3)
Neighborhood :'
: :'Other outside Seatfle 40 (36.0) 19 (25.3)
. .
i .
D T 16 (14.4) 10 (13.3)
]
Number Ez-s ............... 44 (39.6) 36 (48.0)
of '
Employeces :6-10 .............. 20 (18.1) 17 (22.7)
, .
B 31 (27.9) 12 (16.0)
' ) .
!
i Under $20, 000..... 16 (14.4) 17 (22.7)
1 , o
1 $20, 000-$39, 000. .« 9 ( 8.1) 4(5.3)
1]
GI‘OSS- E$4‘0, 000-$59; 000... 2 ( 1'8) 5 ( 6'7)
Income : .
1$60,000-$99, 000... 8 ( 7.2) 7( 9.3)
1]
1] .
1 $100,000-$199, 999 17 (15.3) 8 (10.7)
1]
1]
' Over $200, 000.. ... 31 (27.9) 15 (20.0)
: .
'
| Contiguous Block... 11 ( 9.9) 5(6.7)
Distance H . .
From ! Next Block Away... 13 (11.7). .6 ( 8.0)
School '
JOther..veevrennees - 97 (87.4) 64 (85. 3)
1]
] e -




TABLE 1I-4 (continved): CHARACTERISTICS OF THE HOUSEHOLD SAMPLE

Current Ages of Chi

dren in Households:

Households with more than

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Youscholds with one child-« Houeeholds with two childrene- Houscholds with three childven-- three childron-«
v children | 4§ children [4 childeen || # children |[# children | # childrea [i# children | # children | # children | # children |n children |o children
vader 5-12 13-17 ander 5. 5-12 13.17 under 5 5-12 13.17 under 3 5.12 13.17
e 6 26,15 [ 9 (39.1%) | 8 (34,8%) 1 16 (32,0%) |25 (50.0%) | 9 (18.0%) J 4 (19.0%) | 11 (52.4%) | 6 (28.6%) | 3 (13.6%) |16 (72.8%) | 3 {13,5%)
2 (40,0) 1 {20,0) 2 (40,0) 3 (21.4) 8 (38.1) 3 (21.4) 1 (83 5 (41.7) 6 {50.0) 3 (50.0) 2 {33.3) 1 {16, )
11 {27,5) 14 (35.0) 15 {37.5) 16 (36.4) 18 (40.9) 10 {22,7) 7{7.9 20 (51,3) 12 {30.8) 13 (14.3) .’;0 {54.9) 28 {30.98)
Leschi [7 (36.7) | 5 (33.3) | 3 (20,00 [ 4g222) {10 (55.6) | 4 (2220 1 (83 | 97500 | 2 (16.7) || 1 (10.0) | 6 (60.0) | 3 (20.0)
town 5 (45.5) J 27.9) 3 {203 4 (33,3) 7 (58.3) 1 {8.3) 2 (16.'{) 4 (33,3) 6 (50.0) 4 (26.7) 10 (66.7) 1 (6.7
rd 6 (54.5) 3 {27.3) 2 (18.2) 10 (35.7) 15 (53.6) 3 (10.7) 3 (56,0} 1 {16.7) 2 (.33.3) 3 (23,1) 6 (46, 2) 4 26.7)
r 5 {29.4) T {41.2) 5 (29.4) 3 (12,5) |15 {62.5) 6 (25,0} 7 (58.3) 5 (41,7) 0 - R — e ae . -
Leaf 6 (35.3) | 2 {11.8) | 9 (52.9) | 4 (11.8) |15 (4% 1) |15 (44,1) [ 1 (1L1) | 4 (4d.4) | 4 (44.4) || O .- 6 (54.5) | 5 (45.5)
t 6 (85.7) | 0 - 1 (14,3} || 2 (50,0) | 0 -- 2 (50,00 ! 1-(33,3) | 2 (66.7) | 0 .- 0 -- 2 {40.0) | 3 .(60.0)
33
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D, Report Presentation

- As noted in the Introduction there are seven chapters (3-9) which
each address one of the research questions, Each chapter begins with
a brief overview, and ends with a brief summary. The tables for cach

chapter are presented at the end of that chapter, with additional relevant

tables in the Appendix,

There are several conventions consistently utilized which should be

pointed out;

l.  In the analysis of proportions we report a difference as being

statistically significant only if it is significant at the , 1 level or better.

2. If there is a significant difference between a closure neighborhood
and its control that will be reported in the text, but tables by neighbor-

hood will typically be found in the Appendix,

3. We report the number of cases answering each question excgpt

for the matched samples. In the case of the matched samples, a
weighting was used that corrected the results to reflect the views. of

the pec;ple living in the three closure neighborhoods as.a whole and the
three control neighborhorode‘;'as é.wholea The weighting scheme obscures

the number of observations and therefore they are not reported,

4, For the purpose of statistical tests, the number of observations
~equals the numbers in Table II-2 less any missing observations,
T t -‘;‘_; 3 4

25~



CHAPTER III

NEIGHBORHOOD SATISFACTION

A variety of fa;tors influence people's satisfaction with the neighbor-
hood in which they live or conduct business. As was outlined in the previous
chapter, the study designis a quasi-experimental one and for each closure
neighborhood there is a control neighborhood which was so chosen because
of its similarities with the closure neighborhood, In this chapt;er we will
utilize this basic sample dichotomy to infer whether or not there are differ-
ences between residents'and businesses' sat‘is‘faction with their neighbor-
hoods which can be attributed to the school closure,

The primaz:;;'llﬁ;rpotheéi: is that the closﬁre of tiﬁe neighborhood elemen-
tary school will cause the residen.ts and businesses therein to be less satis-
fied with the neighborhood as a place to live and/or do business.

Among residents tl;iere appears to be very little support for this hypo-Q
thesis; in fact, more closure hou__s‘eholdsl report that they a re very satisfied
with their neighborhood. There are some notable differences between the
closure, control, and tracked samples, I?ut the key yariables in explaining
these differences is not the sample dichotomy, but variables such aé the
.presence of children in the households.

‘Among businesses, significantly fewer closuré businesses report that

" they are very satisficd with the neighborhood th an do businesses in the control

i
g ¥
390

-26-




neighborhoods. This is the strongest statement in support of our primary

-

hypothesis.

When we examine the characteristics which people think are most
impértant in determining the qua'lity of a neighborhood we do begin to
find some interesting differences. These occur between the tracked
sample and the closures who imd elementary age children at the time of
the closure. These two groupé have children about the same age--the
diffcrence being that the tracked Jamilies have left the closure neig/hborhoods.
A partial explanation of why they left might be that they valued the closeness
to schools and the quality of schools more highly than those who stayed in
‘the neighberhood., There are significant differences between these two
sample groups which support this explanation,

.The first part of this chapter discusses households, including the tracked

sample, and the second part is devoted to businesses.

. TE



HOUSEHOLDS

In this section we address the following questions:

1, Are residents in the closure neighborhoods less satisfied with
their neighborhood than people in the control neighborhoods?

2. In what ways are they more or less satisfied?

3, How important are the quality of schools and distance from
' schools in determining neighborhood satisfaction?

1. Are residents in the closure neighborhoods less satisfied with their
¢ neighborhood than people in the control neighborhoods?

In terms of overall satisfaction, people in the closure neighborhoods
are as satisfied as people in the control neighborhoods. 55% of the matched

closure respondents reported they were very satisfied compared to only 49.4%
of the matched controls. At the other end of the scale, only 2,9% of the -
matched olosures reported they are very dis satisfied compé..red to 4. 4%

of the matched controls,

We find a similari result when comparing the tracked. sample with the
closures with children. Almost half of each group report being very
satisfied and the responses are very close all the way down the scale
(Table III-1),

‘These findings offer no support to the primary hypothesis.

We then compared the respondents' satisfaction with the neighborhood de-
pending on how far they lived from the nei ghborhood school. The hypothesis
tested is that beca.ose closeness to schools is an important aspect of neigh-
borhood satisfa ction, the controls living closest to the school would be most

satisfied, In the same vein, those persons living closest to the closure

schools would now presumably have the farthest to go to schools and they would

-z8- 37




be least satisfied, The data offers no support for this hypothesis. As can
be seen in Table III-7 the least satisfied group are the controls who live in

the block contiguous to the public elementary school,

2, In what ways are .thﬂ more or less satisfied?

The questionnaire contained questions about specific aspects of the
neighborhood, These questions includ;a the presence of helpful neighbors,
what proportion of the neighbors keep up their property, neighborhood
crime, and the propo.rtion of vacant housing in the neiéhborhood. The only
significant difference between the ciosures and controls is that the closure
neighborhoods reported less crime; 13.9% of the closure respondents re-
ported there was "a lot'' of crime whereas 24% of the control respondents
reported the same, This difference was statistically significant at the
.0l level.

The closures with children are significantly more likely to report
that neighbors help each other out in their neighborhood thanare the tracked
s'a.mpile, but these two groups are quite close on other nei ghborhood charac-
teristics (Table III-2).

3, How important are the quality of schools and distance from schools
in determining neighborhood satisfaction?

The most frequently mentioned characteristic for a good neighborhood )
is a low crime rate; over 40% of all respgndents said that low crime was
~ the most important factor in making a good neighborhood. Among matched
closures and rjnatched controls other characteristics fell into two groups:

1) helping neighbors, quality of schools, convenience to work, and con-
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veniénce to transportation which were all mentioned by 8 to 10% of the
respondents as being the single most impbrtant characteristic; and 2) near-
ness to school, nearness of parks, and having neighbors like themselves
were each mentioned less than 5% of the time., The quality of schools and
walking ciisté.nce to schools were mentioned slightly less often by the

closure respondents than the controls, but the difference was not significant.

The tracked sample was significantly different from the matched
closures, matched controls, and the closures with children in several
items~--particularly the importance of quality schools. 27.9% of the
tra éked group mentioned tl&e quality of schools as the single most impor-
tant aspect of neighborhood sat.isfactilon, This compares to only 10, 3%
of the closures with clhildren',' and even fewer among the matched
closﬁres and matched controls,

The respondents may not consider quality schools or walking distance
from schools a.suthe sinélé ‘most important aspect but still consider it
to be very importa.n.t, Overall the quality of schoolé was listed as one of
the three most important i.tems in 30% of- the cases, The closure respon-
dents mentioned it 27% of the time and control respondents mentioned it
31% of the time. (Table III-4)

Walking distance was mentioned as one of the three mo st important
in about 13% of all cases (Table III-5).

To further this analysis multivariate regressions were performeci
using asmdepet.ldent variables 1) the quality of education, a.nd. 2) the impor-
tance of having schools within walking distance, The purpose of this was

39
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‘to explain the differences between people yvho viewed school quality or
walking distance as one of the three most important aspects of neighborhood
qua.lity and those who did not rank these items so highly. The results indicate
no difference between the closure and control neighborhoods., This con-
firms the results reported above, However, Decatur respondents valued

schools within walking distance as one_of the three most important aspects

over twice as frequently as the control group. This suggests that Decatur
may“have been sensitized by the threatened closure of their school.

_The presence of children was also examined using the regressicn
analysis, and this dramatically increased the importance of both quality
and closeness of the schools as important neighborhood features, This
difference is significant é,t the .01 level, Hous.eholds with children ranked
walking distance to schools as one of the tl;ree most important 28, 0% of
the time as opposed to 7. 3% among those without children. And 51,6% of
those households with chilciren view school quality as one of the three most
important aspects of neighborhood quality as opposed to 20. 5% for households
witﬂout children, The last set of regression analysis was aimed at deter-
mining - what the effect of the respondent's distance from the school under
study would have on their likelihood to consider school quality or distance

as important features of the neighborhood, No such differences were found,

The results of these regressions are presented in Tables II1I-4 and 5,
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BUSINESSES

1. Arec closure businesses less satisfied with their neighborhoods than

control businesses?

Control businesses report they are very satisfied significantly more
often than closure businesses, 61% of the control businesses were very
satisfied while only 49% of closure businesses reported that they were
very satisfied: However, at the other end of the scale this distinction

does not hold true; about the same percentage of each group is i

very dissatisfied with the neighborhood as a place to do business (Table III-1),

2, Neighborhood characteristics

Businesses were asked about crime in the ncighborhéods and to what
' extent homes in the neighborhood were kept up., Closure businesses were
' significantly less likely to report a lot of ecrime than control businesses,
Only 19,4% of the closure businesses rcported ''a l‘ot” of crime compared
to 32.4% among the controls, This is the same result discovered among
ncighbc;rhood residents reported above, There is no significant difference

between the perceptions of whether or not neighborhood residents keep up

their property.
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- SUMMARY L o

There doe;s appear to be some support for the primary hyéothcsis
of this chapter-- the control businesses were significantly mbre likely to
report that they are very s?.tisfied with their neighborho\od than the closure
| businesses, However, when lookbing at neighborhood residents there is
apparently no such difference--the closures and controls report virtually
the same level of neighborhood satisfaction.

When looking at spe cifi‘c. aspects of "neigh'borho‘od‘ sa.tV:i‘sfac‘tion the
most notable finding is that both the houscholds and the businesses in the
-c‘ontrol neighborhoods report é. perception of more crime than in the closure
neighborhoods, Further we find that the crime rate is by far the most
important single aspect of neighborhood satisfaction, These findings leave
the issve somewhat unsettled--if crime is as important to people as the
data suggests, and there is actually much more of it in the control neigh-
borhoods, then what are the compensating strengths in these neighborhoods
such that the controls are at least as satisfied with their neighborhoods as
the closures are with theirs, If we could assume that the closure/control
matches were very good then one could conclude that the compensating
difference is that there is a neighborhood school in the control neighbor-

hood. We would not go so far with the data at hand, but would suggest this

as a possiblity worth further examination,
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TABLE III-1:

' 2
OVERALL CURRENT NEIGHBORHOOD SATISFACTION

2

Household que st;ibn 9;

Business question 4; Tracked que stion 8,

 HOUSEHOLD BUSINESS TRACKED (| CLOSURES: |
MATCHED MATCHED ‘ WITH
CLOSURE CONTROL CLOSURE CONTROL CHILDREN
VERY 55,49 49,49 29.4%1 | 61,19 45.9% 48. 3%
SATISFIED
SOMEWHAT 34.3 38.6 42.0 29,2 39.3 39.1
SATISFIED .
SOMEWHAT 7.3 7.5 8.6 6.9 9.8 8.7 .
DISSATISFIED
VERY 2.9 4.4 0 2.8 4.9 3.9
DISSATISFIED
(n=111) (n=75) (n=61) (n=147)
1Diffe rence between closure and control businesses statistically significant at the . 05 level (T=2.14)




TABLE III-2: SPECIFIC ASPECTS OF NEIGHBORHOOD SATISFACTION

HOUSEHOLDS TRACKED . [} CLOSURES BUSINESSES

MATCHED | MATCHED il WITH
CLOSURES { CONTROLS CHILDREN || CLOSURES | CONTROLS
eighbors helpreach
- out?
ES 78, 7% 74.7% 61, 1% 80.7% X X
0 21,3 25,3 38,9 , 19.3
: (n=54) (n=127)
often do crimes occur? '
. LOT 13,91 24,0 16, 1 14,2 19, 42 32,42
OME _ 37.4 36,2 26,8 39.4 || 51.4 47.9
, LITTLE 48,8 39.8 57,1 (| 46.3 25,0 19.8
IONE .1 4 S 0 4,2 %
‘ (n=56) (n=132) (n=99) (n=72)
many people keep up '
- property?
10S T ' 66.0 68.2 68.3 62.6 62,5 1. 56,0
OME | 23,1 24.7 20,0 30.9 25. 0 36,3
EW ' 10.9 7.1 11,7 6.5 12,5 7.5
(n=60) (n=137) (n=98) (n=68)
many vacant houses? . '
\ LOT 7.3 7.9 5,1 9.4
OME 11.0 11,4 5.1 11.5
' FEW 47,3 50.4 50, 8 56,2
IONE \ 34,5 30,3 39.0 22,9
B (n=59) (n=143)

IMatched Closures and Matched Control difference significant at , 01 level ('I‘=3.‘5)
2Closure and Control businesses difference significant at, 02 level (T=2, 54)
3Household question 11, 13-14; Tracked 23-26;

In this questlon the time frame »f reference for the householda and businesses is the present: for the
tracked, it is when they moved away from the closure neighborhood, 4 :




TABLE III-3: SINGLE MOST IMPORTANT ASPECT

OF NEIGHBORHOOD SATISFACTION 2
, CLOSURES

MATCHED MATCHED : WITH

CLOSURES CONTROQIS TRACKE CHILDREN
Convenience to ‘ 11, 3% 7. 3% 4,9% 3.7%
Shopping : '
Low Crime Rate 42. 5 45,1 37.7 ' 47.9
Helpful Neighbors 12,4 8.9 4,9 ' 13.6
Quality of Schools 7.4 8.9 27,91 10.3
Convenience to 8.3 7.9 3.3 6.6
Work '
Neighbors Similar 2.3 2.5 1.6 0.7
to Yourself '
Within Walking 2.5 2.8 8.2 5.3
Distance to Schools T ’
Convenience to 8.7 11.5 9.8 7.8
Public Transpor-
tation
Convenience to 3.6 5.1 1.6 . 2.0

Parks and

Recreation Areas
(n=61) (n=147)

" ITracked sample significantly different from Closures with Children
at .001 (T=3.5).

2I—Ious chold question 8, Tracked question 7,
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TABLE IlI=4

PERCENTAGE OF PEOPLE WHO CONSIDER

SCHOOL QUALITY AS ONE OF THE 3 MOST IMPORTANT

ASPECTS OF A GOOD NEIGHBORHOOD

PRESENCE OF

TYPE OF NEIGHBORHOOD CHILDREN 5 - 12_|| DISTANGE FROM SCHOOL __|lOVERALI
_ HSHLDS w/HSHLDS w/o| ONE TWO |MORE THAN
CLOSURE | CONTROL | DECATUR|CHILDREN [CHILDREN | BLOCK | BLOCKS |2 BLOCKS
ge | 28.5% 2,29 | 3.9% || s2.0% | 20.3%' | 24.4% | 23.8% | 30.6% | 30.11% |
of | (592) (364) (87) (323) (720) (1) (155) (811) (1043)

The dlfference in perceptmn of school quality between people w1th and without children is statistically

significant at the .01 level,

2Adjusted by regression to hold constant the effects of whether the respondent was present at closure,

the type of neighborhood, the age of the respondent, the sex of the respondent, the ethnicity of the
respondent, the distance from the school, the years in this residence, whether the respondent followed
the news about the new closures-or not, income, whether the respondent owned his or her home, and
whether the family included children or not yexcept the variables listed in the table, In other words,

all variables are held constant at their ‘mean except the one under study (e, g., presence-of children,
distance from school, etc,)

3The dependent variable assumes the value of ""1" if the respondent mentioned school quality as one of

the three most important aspecl:s of neighborhood quality., (Regression #3)
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TABLE I-5: . PERCENTAGE OF PEOPLE WHO CCNSIDER HAVING

A SCHOOL NEARBY AS ONE OF THE 3 MOST IMPORTANT
3,4

ASPECTS OF A GOOD NEIGHBORHOOD

4 " PRESENCE OF :
TYPE OF NEIGHBORHOOD CHILDREN 5 - 12 DISTANCE FROM SCHOOL OVERALL

NO ONE Two [|MORE THAN
___ |CLOSURE | CONTROL | DECATUR ||CHILDREN | CHILDREN |[BLOCK | BLOCKS |2 BLOCKS |
age | 13.0% | 13.5%0 | 26,4l | 27032 | ra0m? s | e | o13.3% | 13.3%
rof | (592) (364) (87) (323) (720) an |58 (811) || (1043)

1,
The difference between Decatur and the control neighborhoodis significant at the .01 level,
2The difference between families with or without children is significant at the . 01 level.

3Adjusted by regression to hold constant the effects of whether the respondent was present at closure,

the type of neighborhood, the age of the respondent, the sex of the respondent,'. the ethnicity of the
respondent, the distance from the school, the years in this residence, whether the respondent followed

the news about the new closures or not, income, whether the respondent owned his or her home, and :
whether the family included children or not, except the variables listed in the table, In éther words, 51 .
all variables are held constant at their mean except the one under study (e.g,, presence of children,

distance from school, etc,) o

4The dependent variable assumes the value "1" if the respondent mentioned having a school within walking
distance as one of the three most important aspects of neighborhood quality, (Regression #4)




TABLE Il-6:

IMPORTANGE OF SCHOOLS AS DETERMINANT

(Trackéd Sample and Closures with Children)

OF NEIGHBORHOOD SATISFACTION?

{

, ONE OF SINGLE -
NOT TOO SOMEWHAT VERY THREE MOST MOST
. IMPORTANT | IMPORTANT | IMPORTANT | IMPORTANT IMPORTANT!
lity of-Schools
TRACKED 1. 6% 11, 5% 21, 39, 65,693 27, 9%
CLOSURES w/ 8.5 18,6 29,2 43,7° 10,2
CHILDREN
ool s within
king Distance i 3 .
TRACKED 11, 5% 19, 7% 26,2% - 42,6% 8. 2%
CLOSURES w/ 25,7 29.1 30,0 15,23 5.3

'CHILDREN

1 :
This percentage is included in the "One of Turee Most Important” columns, Therefore, excluding
this "Single Most Important' column the rows should total 100%,

2Household quéstion 6, Tracked question 5,

3Difference significant at .01 (T=5,2)

53




TABLE III-7: NEIGHBORHOOD SATISFACTION

BY DISTANCE FROM SCHOOL 2

. Distance from Schooll
| 1 2 3
ALIL CLOSURES
Very Satisfied 48.6% | 43.6% . 53.3%
Somewhat Satisfied - 37.8 41,0 36.2
_ G : n=623
Somewhat Dissatisfied 10.8 11.5 6.9 .
Very Dissatisfied 2.7 3.8 3.5
ALL CONTROLS - -
Very Satisfied 20.0 | 54.5 55.0
Somewhat Satisfied 43, 3 27.3 35.5
n=378
Somewhat Dissatisfied 13,3 9.1 1 6.7 .
Very Dissatisfied 3.3 9.1 2.8

1 :
Distance = 1 if family lives in block contiguous to elementary school

(closure school in the case of closure neighborhoods); = 2 if they live
in the next ring surrounding the school; = 3 otherwise.

: 2Hous ehold question

o~
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‘CHAPTER 1V

NEIGHBORHOOD-CHANGES

Neighborhoods change for a variety of reasons, One possible cause
of change could be the closure of the neighborhood elementary school. In
this chapter we utilize the closure/control dichotomy to ex@2mine whether
the school closure has contributed to deterioration or improvement in the
closure neighborhoods when cofnpared to the controls.

The hypothesis is that the closure of tbe neighborhood schoo] would
cause residents of closure neighborhoods to be less satisfied with their
neighborhoods than the controls, When comparing the closures with the
controls therc is no support for this hypothesis. However, evidence from
the tracked sample suggest;s that there may have been some changes in
neighborhood satisfaction immecdiately after closure which are not now
apparcnt,

When examining businesses therc are differences between the closures
;md controls, Significantly more tenured closure busincsses think that
the volume of business in the néighborhood has gotten worse than is the
case among the tenured control businesses,

This chapter is divided into two sections, We first discuss housc-

holds and the tracked sample, and then the businesses,
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HOUSEHOLDS
In this section we will address these questions:

l. Do people in the closure neighborhoods feel conditions have
gotten worse since the school closure? What trends did the
tracked sample perceive in the neighborhoods when they moved

away?
2. How have things gotten worse?
3. How has the neighborhood changed?

4. Using multivariate analysis, what variables explain overall
changes in the respondents' perceptions of the neighborhood as

place to live?

1, Do people in the closure neighborhoods feel conditions have gotten
worse since the school closure? What trends did the tracked sample

perceive in the neighborhood when they moved away?

Owverall, about 20,5% of the respondents in the matched neighborhoods
report that the neighborhood in general had become a worse place to live.
Slightly more control respondents reported that things had gotten worse,
but the difference is not si-gnificant (Table IV-1),

We then disaggregated the closure sample and examined the response
of the closures with children. As can be seen in'Table IV-1, this sample
group perkceived.mcu)mzle positive'change in their neighborhood than the re-
mainder of the match..d closures., In fact the difference between the response
of closures with éhildfen and the response of closures without children

n
.4

is significant at the . 001 level.

JTThis is the matched closure sample less the closures with children,

00
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Only 9. 2% of the people in Georgetown report things have gotten
better compared to 31, 9% of the people in Concord. This is a significant
difference at the . 001 level, Other than this; there a re n; statistically
significant differences between the closures and controls.

People in the tracked éample were asked to assess how their former_.
neighborhood was changing when they moved away. One hypothesis would
be that the p eople that left would be ™more likely to think it was changing
for the worse than the pcople that remained, Although we have a small
number of respondents and the differcnce therefore may not be significant,”
all four of thc neighborhoods that were used for the tracked sample were
more often regarded as getting \;-'o;'sc by the tracked sample than by the
pcople who remained in these ncighborhoods, The most dramatic differcnce
is in Interlake where 55% of thé people in the tracked sample felt things
had gotten worsc compared Lo 11,2% for the people who remained, However,
these differences are t¢111percd somewhat by the fact that the tracked samplé
was asked to respond about how the neighborhood was changing when they
moved away, which was right about the time of closure, On the other hand,
the houschold sample was asked about the period of time from year of
closurc to prescnt, Presumably, th¢ impact of closure has softened over
time so that the two groups should not be directly compared. However,
it follows that if there has beeﬁ a Soﬁ:cn'mg d?t]ﬂc impact, the views of plne
tracked sample may be more truly répresentative of the effects of school
vlosuvre,

i

Thcsé tracked results are presented in Table 1V-2,
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2. How have things becorme worse?

Ti’ie questionnaire asked the household responcients about how the
neighborhood had changed with respect to the degree to which neighbors
helped each other, property values, the level of upkeep on the homes in
the neighborhobci, -crime, and the number of vacant houses. With respect
to «’;ll]. these items, thg closure and control samples were remarkably
close except for crime, where significantly more of the control respond.
ents reported that crime had increased. It should be mentioned that more
control respondents reported that crime decreased also.

This rgsult paré.llels the results reported in the previous chapter--
that the controls perceive more criz"ne in their ncighborhoods than that
reportec} by closures. Again, parallel to the previous analysis, there
is no appreciable difference between the controls and closures as far as
| their perception of overall changes in the neighborhood. So if crime has
increased more in those neighborhoods then there must be something good
happening to compensate f;r this and it 'is quite possible that the '"good'

is that there is a neighborhood school.

3, How has the neighborhood changed?

The questionnaire contained an open ended question that allowed the
respondents to report any changes they observed. Because the question
was open ended, the number of people reporting a particular change tended
to be small; however, the ifnportance of the change to the respondent

reporting it is probably significant.

o3

-43.



A main change that might be expected 2s a result of a school closure
is that families with children would leave the neighborhood, This was ﬁot
wl'}at was reported; of the 29 people in the closure neighborhoodthat repor-

« ted a change in the number of children, 1'( reported that tﬁe number of

| chiAldren' increased. Other'changes that weré reéorted across all neigh-

borhoods were a decline in the age of the residents particularly in Inter-
lake a.nd Allen, an increase in minorities, 2 decline in owner-occupied
dwellihgs, an increase in commercial yse particularly in‘Georgetown
and_Concord, and an increase in multi-family use, In none of these
changes were ciosure/control differences apparent, Jlables on thisb
material can be found in the Appendix,

4. Using multivariate analysis, what variables explain overall changés
in perceptions of the neighborhood as a place to live?

Multivariate analysis can be utilized to determine the key factors
associated with pervcei;iné‘ changes in the neighborhood. To accom-
plish this analysis we assigned the value ''1" to responses that the neigh-
borhood had become a2 worse place to live since the year of closure, and
0" to any other re3pon;;e. We then‘ utilized this as the dependent variable,
and regressed the set of independent varjables described in the appendix
§n this variable, When assess;ing the impact of any onc independent variable
we hold the other independent variab'les constant at their means,

As can be seen in Table IV~4 (which has been a.djust.cd by the regression
equation for whiéh detail is reported in the appendix) therc is no difference
between the closures and controls, nor .doeS tl'i:e-’"presence of children have

an iqflucncc (Table IV -4). 59

-44.




BUSINESS
e

The hySiness c.ommunity in the neighborhood of the closure schools
could have Peen affected in 2 numbeT of ways by the closSure. They could
have been affectgd directly by a loss in business from school children
that patronized their busim.ass, Indirectly they may have 1ost bﬁs iness
because of the oﬁt migration of families leaving the nejghborhood or
their proPe.rty ma); have lost value from higher vacanhcy rates, Crime
may have jpCreased as a part of gencral neiéhborhood decline,

In this section we will .address. the following questjons:

l. Dy business people in closure neighborhoods vis a vis the control
neighborhoods think that buSiness has gotten worse?

2, Do Tespondents think that the volume of buSiness has declined in
cloSure neighborhoods when compared to th® control neighbor-

hoods?

3. Do they think more businesses fajled i.n the Closure neighborhoods?

4. Are there other changes in S‘peCific aspects of neighborhood
quality?

5.  What other changes in the neighbgrhood have the business people
ohbs €ryved? Do they perceive that these chalges were caused by

the Closure of the schgool?

For tlhie Mpost paTt our comparisons uatilized the Matched closure busi-

ness versys the matched contrpol busSinesses,

1. Do the buUsiness ea')le in the closure ncighborh9ods vis a vis the

T ————
Control Hei rhborhoodﬂ think that buSiness has gotten worse?
There ;¢ no difference between the closure and control neighborhoods
in the proportion of business People Teporting that the neighborhood is a
worse place 0 do business, 22% of the business resPondents in both the
AN
0
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control and closure nciéhborlioods reported that their neighborhoods have
become & worse place to do business ('Iable IV-S)‘,.

53.8% of the businesses in the Mann area thought that the neighborhood
was a worse place to do business, a proportion Significantly greater than the
25.0% in the Minor/Leschi arca, the control neighborhood for Mann, 1

2. Do respondents think thaf: the volume of business has declined in the¢
closure ncighborhoods?

About 20% of both the matched closure and matched ‘control busincsScs
indicatced that they personally had experienced 2 decline in busineés (Table
Iv-6)., However, in a separate question 21% of the tenured closures i'ndi~
cated that the volume of busines;*, in their ncighborhood declined since the
year of closure compared to only about 10%-among the tenured controls-
Tinis diffcrence is staéistically significant at the .1 level (Table IV-7),

27.6% of the businesscs in the Interlake neighborhood reported a
decline in busincss while only 8, 3% of the Allen businesses reported a
decline. This difference was significant at the .0l level,

Over 409% of the Mann businesses reported @ decline in volume com*
parcd to 269 of the Minor/Leschi businesses, This differcnce was large

but not statistically significant,

3, Did morec businesses fail in the closurc neighborhoods?

The failure of businesscs is quite common. Over 70% of all busi-

ness respondents indicated that at least one business had failed in the

ISignificant at , 02 level (T=2.55)
2r=1,25
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neighborhood since the yea r the school closed, There is no apparent

difference between closures and controls. (Table IV-8),

4, Are there other changes in specific aspects of Reighborhood qualijty?

Business respondents Were asked to assess change ip several specific .
aspects of the neighborhood. Here we find some 51i8nificant although
puzzling closu.re/control differences, T

More businesses in the matched control sampi; reported that property
vglues are declining than businesses in the matc};ed closyre neighborhoods;
47. 5% of the- control businelss and 33,8% 6f the closure bysiness -l;ePOrt&d
that pr0perty"va1ues are de.:Clining. This differe_nce l\s significant at the
. 0% level, ‘Y et on the éther hand 25, 4% of the Imat.Ched closure businesses
repOrt that property upkeep in their neighborhood has gotten worse since
the Year of closure, compaTed to 14.0% among the Thatc}ied contrcls, This
diffeérence is also significant at. 5 (Table IVv-9),

5, What other changes in the neighborhoocd have p€ople in business

Observed? .
e e st .

Each busin'e;s respondent -Was askcd an open-¢€Nded question about
61;}101‘ c'hanges in the neighborhood, 9% indicated that the proportion of
owner occupied dwellings declined, 14..8% of the closure pusinesses
mac}e such a reSponsSe, compPared to 8, 5% of the controls,

; 28% of the closure and 15.2% of the contrpol neighborhood businesses
thoug8ht the neighborhood had become more comme TCial.‘ This difference -
is significant at the . 05 level of confidence; however, the aggregation

disguises the fact that 19 gut of the 23 business resPondents in the clposure
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neighborhoods that said tne neighborhood had becoMe more commercj2l
were from Georgetown, The Concord neighborho©9d had a similar proPOr-
tion of respondents who ipdicated increased comm€rcialjzation (over 70%),
but fewer business respoﬂdents so that the~y did not dominate the r egylts.
SUMMARY

Ir summary there is yo ConSistent support for the neighborhood decline
~hypothesis_ On most of the questioning the contrOls and closures angwered
very Clogely. The resporSes @mong the tracked $2mple to what was
happening in the closure p€ighborhoods at the tim® of closure Suggest
tha.t‘ there may have been 20 impact at the time of Closure, the perceptiOu
of which has become dampenéd with .time.

A rather surprising re5a1t~is that the closures with chijdren are mqgr€ pleased
with the trends in the closure neighborhoods thap the closure resident?

who did niot have elemenga Ty age children at the tiMe of closure,

63
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TARLE 1v-1:  OVERALL CHANGE IN NEIGHBORHOOD

QUALITY SINCE ¥EAR OF CLOSURE *

NEIGHBORHOC® STAYED THE  GOTTEN

IMPROVED SAME WORSE

MAt.ped Closure _ 24.1% 57.0% 18.9%

MAtched Control 25.7 : 52.8 21.5

Clagures with Children 37,13 46.1 16.9 (n=147)

Clagures w/out Childrend 21. 13 59.6 19.4 (n=381)

BY Neighborhood
PDecatur 21,56 75.3 3.2 (n593)
Maple Leaf 19.8 69.8 10.4 (n=96)
Georgetown : 9. Zi 57.5 - 33.3 (n=87)
Concord 3109 50.5 1706 . (nzgl)
[nterlake 23.6 65.2 11.2 (n=233)
Allen .14.6 63.5 21.9 (n=96) -
‘Mann 33.7 43.6 22.8 (n=202)
Minor/Leschi 32.6 44.9 22.5 (n=89)
Summit . 22,2 57.8 20.0 i (n=90)

{\ﬁ?e—rence is statistically significapnt at, 001 level (T=4.09)

ZThls group is the matched closure sa™Mple less the closures with Chllclrerl
3Digserence is significant at ,001 level (T=3.84)

4Inte yview question number 10.
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TABLE IV.2:

WHAT WAS HAPPENING TO

CLOSURE NEIGHBORHOOD AS A PLACE TO LIVE

WHEN RESPONDENT MOVED AWAY»2

1

» I :
TRACKED STAYING GETTING
NEIGHBORHOOD ! IMPROVING THE SAME WORSE
—— Fi ‘ e
DECATUR 26. 7% 60.6% 13, 3%
— I o e
GEORGETOWN 25. 0 33,3 41,7
— —T1 /\———\.—
INTERLAKE 18.2 27.3 54,5
- /“W—————/\;
MANN 41,2 17. 6 41,2

It should be noted that the tracked Sample was not designed to be dis-

~aggregated this far 2nd-thys the sampling error is greater than we find
Therefore thiS table should be regarded as sugges-
tive and no inferences can pe drawn from it.

normally acceptable.

2Tracked question # 22,

-5Q.
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TABLE Iv_3: PERCEIVED CHANGES IN NEIGHRORHOOD -

QUALITY SINCE YEAR OF CLOSURE 3

e e e — et !
MATCHED [ MATCHED]
—— CLOSURES |  CONTROLS
Nei_ghbors helping each other out:
MORE | 26.2 " 28.39,
SAME : 59,17 58.0
LEss : 14,1 13.7
P T e W\"‘\-f‘\—"\'———"\-——\
Property values changed compared
to th€ city as a whole: '
BETTER 10,9 1 15. 6 1
SAME RATE . 36,0 360 3
WORSE 52.8 48,1
e N ———— e e e e —— e S ——
Prop®€rty upkeep:
BETTER i 30,2 29. 9
SAME ‘ - ‘l”f 50.5 52, 2
WORSE i1 19,3 17. 9
M—M
Crim®€ Rate:
2
HIGHER 25,3 30. 32
SAME 55, 4 42.0
LOWER 19,3 27,_7 .
e —— e —— N —] '
Number of yvacant Houses
MORE 20.4 23. 6
SAME 41,5 40. 3
LEss T 38,1 36, 1
\.,/\/\_,-—-\‘/—\_’—\____/\__J

;CIOSQTQ/Com;rol difference significant at .} (T:1,84)
T=1, 55 :
Intervitw question number 16, 17, 23-25,

66
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TABLE [V-4 " PERCENTAGE OF PEQPLE REPORTING THAT

THE NEIGHBORHOOD IS WORSE?”

e i

PRESENCE OF CHILD-

TY PE OF NEIGHBORHOOD __[[REN INAHOUSE}I;IIQOL.D_

CLOSURE cQNTRoL  DECATUR ||CHILDREN CHILDREN |

Percentage 17. 0‘70 160 5%1 2. 7!701 180 0% . 16- 270

(Number of (592) (364) (87) (323) (720)
. CaSes
IL___\__/\__,‘_,__—.’—N~,—/‘L_—V-— : e

1 L s e
The difference between the Decatur and control Beighborhoods is statistically significant at the .01
level, but this is quite POssibly more related to B%heral neighborhood conditions 2nd it would be

difficylt to attribute it t© the threatened closure.

zAdjusi;ed by regressio? to hold constant the effects of whether the respondent was Present at closure,
the type of neighborhood, the zge of the res pondeht, the sex of the respondent, the ethnicity of the
respondent, the distanc® from the School, the yé3rs in this residence, whether the respondent followed
the news about the new Closures or not, incomés Whether the respondent owned hié or her home, and
whether the family included children or not excePt the yariables listed in the tables In other words, all
-variables are held constant at their mean except the one under study {e. 8., presence of children, g"‘
ra

distance from school, ?tc.)

3The dependent irariab1e Wwas "1 if the responder1t Stated that Overall the neighborho0d is a worse place

to live, Otherwise its Ylue was '"0". The indeP®ndent yvariables are a set of demO8raphic characterist;cé.
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TABLE IV-5: OVERALL WHAT HAS HAPPE:'ED TO

THIS NEIGHBORHOQOD AS A PLACE TO DO BUSINESS

SINCE YEAR OF CLOSURE? 1

BETTER SAME WORSE DON'T KNOW

st
e d

MATCHED

CLOSURE 40. 7% 30. 9% 22.2% 6.19 (n=105)
BUSINESSES

MATCHED | :
CONTROL I 44,4 30.5 22,2 2.7 (n=73)
BUSINESSES -“

1

e Business-ques tion-5—- ) e i e it

69

-53-




TABLE IV-6;: HAS YOUR VOLUME OF BUSINESS

INCREASED, STAYED THE SAME OR DECREASED

SINGE THE YEAR OF CLOSURE? 1
MORE SAME LESS

MATCHED -
CLOSURE 63. 1% 15. 4% 21.5% (n=65)
BUSINESSES : -
MATCHED
CONTROL, 62. 5% 20, 3% 17.2% (n=64)
BUSINESSES

Business question 12,

r;.' O
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TABLE IV-7: HOW HAS THE OVERALL VOLUME OF

BUSINESS CHANGED SINCE YEAR OF CLOSURE? 2

|
NCREASED| sSaAME [DECREASED

—_——]

TENURED )
CLOSURE 60. 4% 18. 9% 20. 8% ' (n=53)
BUSINESSES

TENURED _ | |
CONTROL 65. 0 25.0 10.01 (n=40)
BUSINESSES :

1
Difference significant at, 1 level,
Busincss question 21,




TABLE Iv-8: HAVE ANY NEIGIHBORHOOD BUSINESSES

FAILED SINCE YEAR OF CLOSURE?

1

YES NO
MATCHED 73. 5% 26.5%
CLOSURE
BUSINESSES
MATCHED 73.9 26.1
CONTROLS
BUSINESSES

Business gucstion 18.

86~
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TABLE IV-9: CHANGES PERCEIVED IN NEIGHBORHOQOD

BY BUSINESS RESPONDENTS

SINCE YEAR OF CI,OSURE !

Business questions 7, 8 and 10,

[ .
’ MATCHED MATCHED
CLOSURE CONTROL
BUSINESSES BUSINESSES
[
Property values changed
compared to city as 2
whole:
BETTER 19.1 11.5
SAME 47.1 41.0
WORSE 33, 82 47.5°
(n=68) (n=61)
Property upkeep:
BETTER 33.9 35.1
SAME 40. 7 50.9
WORSE 25.43 14.0°
(n=59) (n=57)

Closure / Control diffcrence significant at , 05 (T=2, 28)
Closure / Control difference significant at, 05 (T=2, 25)




CHAPTER v

MOBILITY AND LOCATIONAL DECISIONS

Other siudies have jndicated that; amoOng Other factors housing structure,
proximity to ¥Qlatives, and conyenience to amenities Play iniportant roles
in thesce dec¢jslons. This chapter addrcsses the question, to what extent
does the prgoximity of schools, most Specifically the nQighborhood clemens
tary SChool, alfect 1ocational deéisibQS? We also address the importanc¢ of
school quality 8s & factor in lqcational decjsions. QuY interest here is not
only among ¢Urrent ncighborhood residents put also the pusincssces and.
persons in'\"t”}';@ tracked sample. |

Bricfly alyost no onc left their Previous location primarily because
of the proximity to schools, angd about one out of ten state ti1at the primar’ry
reason for pOoging their current loc‘ation is the proﬂinmity to the school.
Also, about ot out of ten state vthat they actually would moye if their

ncighborhood Clerﬂuntary school closed,

.ot
h -

This chapter is presented in thrce Section.s}i 2ddrCssing these thrue
genceral aregs:

L. Why espondents left their previoys location:

e Why they chose their current location,

3. What Would be their responst to an clement?ry school closure
or Je¢tline in educational quality.

74
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l, Why respondents left their previous location.
When queried in an open ended q_ucst"lon as to the rcasoﬁs for departing
from their previous home virtually no one (about 1%) mentioned the quality

of schools or thg distance from schools. The percentage .is too small to

e

even attempt a comparison between control and closure neighborhood re-
ségndentso

Among thc tracked sample, 6% noted that ''schools' were the prim2?ry
reasox.u they moved away from the closure necighborhoods. ';l‘his, ;orh-pafes
to 30% who-moved because of the housing structul‘e,_ witim the rest of ch0

sample spread widely across a variety of other reasons,

2, Why respondents chose current neighborhood.

‘ A surprising result is that 12.2% of the matched closure neighborhood

residents mention closeness of schools as a reason for choosing their
current residence as opposcd to only 8.7% in the matched control neigh~
b(l)rhoods. However, this differencec is not statisvtically significant,
As éXPected, people were niore likelyAto mention closeness of schools

25 a reason if they had children, For example, 18, 0% of the tenured clo-~
sures with children mentioned closencss of schools as did 16.4% of the
tracked samgle,

’ It can be seen £r6m Table V-1 that therc is no support‘for the
hypothesis that tenured closure respondents would be more likely to huav®

moved to the neighborhood because of the proximity to the school than the
rest of the closurc sample.

As can be gcen in Table V-1 below, the Geofgetown-Interliake-Mann

tracked group is similar to closure and control ncighborhood houscholdss
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

but the Decatur tracked grouP is more prone to mention clgseness of
SchoOOls,

No busijnecsses nlentioned closeness to schools 25 a.regson for locat'mg
whe 't they did; 49, 4% of the buskines ses state that th¢y chose thelr current
lo¢cation because they "'fou'nd the right place and/or Fight price'. One
might presume that proximity to Schools was a factol in some percentage
of these decgisions.

,
School quality does not aPpcar to be important in t11i§ analysis--wherc

legs than 293 of the closures @2nd controls cite school Quality as a reason

for their cyrrent location,

3. What would be their respoOnse to the ¢lementary School closure or
decline in educational quality?

We queried respondents 2s to whether or not theY would want to rnc;vc
if an¥ of @ number of changes occurred in their neighborh.oocl, The changes
we Were ingerested in examining were the closure of the elementary school
and /Ot a decline in scﬁool quality. If the respondent indicated they would
want to moye if cither of these L:wo occurred we asked them a followup
question--would they actually move if that change ocCurredy

| There are no significant differences between the Way the matched
clost!Tes or matched contrpls state they would reSpOnd locationally to t.hc

closute of the elementary school or the decline in ¢dUcational quality.

PO,

lHow€Ver, there iS a noticeable response in each grovp where about 16%
state that they would want to Move if the school closcd, and of thosc

about 6:9% state that they would actually move (Table V-2). Mor¢ persons
: n
70
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would Want to move if educational quality declined, but a gmaller perceptige
would 2ctually move (Table V~3). Using multi.varidte analysis we note’
that there is a significant difference (, 01 level) betwCen hoyscholds witp

children and those withoyut ¢hildren, 1

Using a ”yes" TeSponse tO wanting
to move if the school closcd 2s the dependent variabl® we find that 33, gdb
of the households with childfeh Wwoyld want to move 25 opposed to 8,0% of

, the families without childrep (Table V-4). This j$ Carried through wit”b
a significant difference betw€en hoyseholds with children and those witpout
on the Questions of whether 2T not they would actuall¥ move if the schogpl
Closed' (Table V-5). |

In Summary, there is vil;tuaily no difference betWeen closures ang

““ntrols as far as locationa] decisions, but the pres€fce of children in

the houSehold does exert ap effect,

T The sample used in this ap2lysis was the compined Matched closure apd

matched control,

<

7
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TABLE V-1: REASONS FOR SELECTING

CURRENT Ng/GHBORHOOD

" (By percentages)

- ——\/‘\/{
[Closéness of Schools |Quality of Scboold
Matched Closure Households o 12.2% 1. 9% —
| - —~—
| Matched Control Households | 8.7% | 1%
L — o .
Tenured Clesure Households /\/-\!-/OLQ%/W 1, 3%
S — — —— ——
Decatur Tracked - - 26. 7% 13.3%
e e
..
Geo-Int-Mann Tracked | 13.0% . 6. 1%
. W ~——
- 1
Tenured Closures w/ Children 18. 0% | 3. 3%/\_J
_——

1Stm;istically significant difference hetween tenured closures without
Children where 10.8% listed closéNessS of SchoOls as a reason as

ofpoSEd to 18% of the tenured closyre$ with children, (T=2
2t ., 05) A

62~
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TABLE V-2: WANT TO/ACTUALLY MOVE -

IF SCHOOL CLOSED

Of thOSe.. .-
% Would Want . . % Would Ac~
To Move tually Move
Matched Closures 17.6 67.1
Matched Controls 15.0 ' 71.3
. ]

e e T —— T ———

TABLE V-3: WANT TO/ACTUAL LY MOVE -

IF EDUCATIONAL QUALITY DECLINED

Of those.. -
% Would Want 9, Would Ac-
Matched Closures 24.4 55.8
Matched Controls 23,2 63.8
L —— — ‘ e e e e e

.5
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TABLE V-4:

WANT TO MOVE IF THE SCHOOL CLOSEp?: 3

PRESENCE OF - ‘
TYPE OF NEIGHBORHOOD __ || _  CHILDREN DISTANCE FROM 5CHOOL OVERALL
. NO ONE TWO  [MORE THAN
__|CLOSURE | CONTROL | DECATUR|ICHILDREN |CHILDREN || BLOCK | BLOCKS |2 BLOCKS |
tag € 16,‘6% 15,2% 20, 9% 34.2%1 7.8%1 22, 9% 16, 1% ... 16,5% 16, 0%
er of | (592) (364) (87) (323 (720) (77) (155) (811) (1043) |

1Diff€rence between families with children and no children is statiéticany significant at the , g1 level,

ZAdjusted by regTession to hold constant the affects of whether the respondent was present at closure,
the type of neighborhood, the age of the Tespondent, the sex of the regpondent, the ethnic'lty of the
Tespondent, the distance from the school, the years in this residen(:e, whether the resSpondent followed
the neys about the new closures or not, income, whether the réSpondent owned his of her home, and
Whether the family included children or Not except the variable listed a¢ the top of the main headings.
In gther words--all variables are held cOngtant at their mean eXCept the oneé under study (e, g, presence i

of chijdren, distance from school, etc, ).

3The dependent variable is "1 if respondent answers ''yes' to the question would yoy Want to move if

the nejghborhood elementary school clo%®d, The independent variables use the same demographic

Variahles used in ajl other regression afdlysis, Regression #5.
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3.  What do fésp”ondcnts consider the most important aspects of
a good education and how docs proximity to the neighborhood
school rank as an important aspect?

4. How satisficd are pcople with the distance children in their
neighborhood have to travel to school?

1. Do peoplc in closure neighborhoods report lower quality in the edu-
¢ation of neighborhood children than people in conirol neighborhoods

-y

As noted above there is a significant (, Oi) finding with rcgards to
the quality of education, In the matched controls, 18% of the houscholds
think that the quality gf public clementary education is excellent as opposcd
to 10. 2% in the matc. =d c1§Su1'es. However, if we group those that ranked
the quality as exccllent or good this distinction disappear (51, 6% amony
closures to 52. 6% among controls).

A second comparison is to examine the tracked cample (those witl.
children at the tim¢ of closure who subsequently moved away), with the
group of current closure residents who had children at the time of  l¢sure,
Here we {ind another significant difference vwith regards to schoul sunlity--

the tracked group being much more pleased, In {act 67% of the tracked

_-respondents report that the quality of cducation in thei neighiborkood :s

i

good or pxcellent as opposed to 43% of this closure ckh-group (Tahle VI.1j,

~ Across individual hcighl‘jbly'rh‘ >ds there is consicurabic variation, %or
exiimple, over 20% of the respondents in Georgetown ancll 'oncerd thougtt
the quality of cducation was poor as opposed to only 6% of the peuple n

Decatur and 4% of the people in Maple Leaf, In general. there io variation

from necig .vorhood to neighborhood in pcople's perception of schoni juality,

“but that variation does not appear to be associated with school closures,

8o
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2. In the opinicen of the rcspondénts, has the quality of ¢ducation declined

in recent years,

IHlere again, there is a significant (. 05) difference between the matehaed
closurces and matched controls, 40. 6% of the matched controls indicate
that the quality of cducation is iin;.n'-:wing as oppose(i to 32, 2% of the closures,
At the o.thcx' end of the scale, about 30% of thre people surveyed thought

that quality of cducation had declined but there was no control/closurce

wifference (Table VI-2),

3, What do respondents consider the most important aspects of a good
cducation and how does proximitly to the neighborhood school rank

as an important aspect?

The proportion of people listing the various aspects of cducation as
the single most important are given in Table VI-3, 52,8% of people listed
good teachers as the most important facfor followed by tcaching the basic

skills, 24.3%. Of the otherfactors listed, having schools within walking

distance was listed as the single most important factor by only al.,ut 1%

of the people surveyed. Of course people 1., regard the distance to school

as very important without regarding it as the single most important aspoct,
Luble VI-+4 shows that about 20% of botli the closurc and control groups
listed wzilking cli_&;taii‘;vclvg as o.h"e“of the three most important aspects (including
being listed as the single most irmportant aspect).

There is very littl;; diffcrence, non;: of which is significant, bcetween
the tre cked, Bmatchoed controls zmd”;x';ntc}x(:d clusures, Ilowewer, whoen we
scpart .« out the closurce houscholds which had clementary age children

at time of ¢closure some dificrences do surface, Two-thirds of this group

56
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view proximity to school as cither not tow or somewhat important, as
opposcd to the tracked sarnple in which only a bit over one-third rate
proximity to school t]ﬁt low. This suggests that one reason this group of
closure respondents did not leave the ncti\g.]liborhood when the school élos cd
is that they don't regard proximity to the school as important a factor as
as the tracked group -ho did lcave (Table VI-4),

4. How satisficd are pecple with the distance children i their neighbor-
hood ha ve to travel to school?

Pcople in the closurce necighborhoods arc significantly less satisficd
with the distance children have to travel to school than the control respon-
dents,  The .iosures who had clementary age children at the time of clo-
surc arc very similar to the remainder of the closure group on this ques-
tion, The tracked sample was much more =atisficd with the distance to
school than cither the control or closurc samples., 46% of the respondents
thought it was excellent and only one respondent thought it was bad. - The

differcnce between the closures with children and the tracked is signifi.. ¢

at the . 01 level,

+ -+ In summary, the closures and the controls have very similar notions
as to what things are important in determining educational guility, but
therc are significant differences in how.the residents view their neighbor-
hood school, 'I‘]“n: closurc residents arr. significatly less satisficd with

the quality ¢ education in their neighberhood, the distance children have

1
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AT

to travel to school, and are less likely to think that the quality of cducation

has improved since the year of the closure.




TABLE VI-1:

OVERALL QUALITY OF PUBLIC

ELEMENTARY EDUCATION IN THE NEIGHBORIIOOD

CLOSURTES
MATCHED | M4 TCIHED ALL WITH
CLOSURES | CONTROLS | TRACKED | CHILDREN
- - - i 'l 1 7 1 2 - 2
EXCELLENT 10, 2% 18.0% 21. 8% 14,06
' 2 ) 2
GOOD 41,1 34,6 45,5 37.9
FAIR 37,1 33,8 18. 2 35.06
POOR 11,3 13,56 14.5 16.9

Isignificant at .01 (T=3,13)

“Significant difference at . 01 (U= 2,57) for combined category »f excellent

and good,

Houschold question 32; Tracked question 12,

&
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TABLE V12

CHANGE IN QUALITY OF EDUCATION

SINCE CLOSURE YIAR

MATCHED MATCHID
CLOSURES CONTROLS
r ! .
BETTER 32,2 40,6 "
SAME 34.2 30,5
WORSE 33,6 29.0
|
Significant at , 05 (T=2,49)
Houschold question 33,
50
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TABLE VI-3:

SINGLE MOST IMPORTANT ASPECT OF ELEMENTARY EDUCATION

SCHOOL .
WITHIN INDIVIDUALA
BASIC , WALKING " IZED ) FRIENDLY GOOD DON'T
SKILLS DISCIPLINE DISTANCE [NSTRUCTION ATMOSPHERE TEACHERS KNOW
TCHED
OSURE 24,1 % 8.2% 1.4% 3.1% 6.4% 55.2 % 1.5 %
i
TCHED
NTROL 24,3 9.1 1,0 4,8 7.4 51,3 2,0
L
ACKED 21,3 8.2 1.6 4,9 8,2 52,5 3.3

sehold questions 29~31; tracked #11,




IMPORTANCE OF SCHOOL WITHIN WALKING DISTANCE FROM HOME

TABLE VI-4:
ONE OF 3 SINGLE -
NOT TOO SOMEWHAT ~ VERY THREE MOST MOST
IMPORTANT IMPORTANT IMPORTANT IMPORTANT IMPORTANT
MATCHED 17, 4% 28, 2% 34, 49, 20, 0% 1,4%
CLOSURES
MATCHED 15, 7% 31, 3% 33,2% 19, 8% 1.0%
CONTROLS :
ALL 6, 6% 1 29, 5% 39, 3% 24, 6% 1.6%
TRACKED
| _ L
CLOSURES ‘ 15, 2%
25,7 29,1 30. o &lo
WITH % 9 % . e 0 % 5.3%
CHILDREN

stically significant at ,01 (T25,2)

e.interview questions as Table VI-3,

- category includes single most important item:
. sample group

therefore the four coiumns on the left add to 100% for




TABLE VI-5: SATISFACTION WITH DISTANCE
CHILDREN TRAVEL TO SCHOOL 3
~ CLOSURES
MATCHED | MATCHED ALL WITH
CLOSURES | CONTROLS | TRACKED | CHILDREN
EXCELLENT 13, 3%! 30.2%]1 45, 8%4 13, 8%
O0D 39,2 44, 1 31.3 32.8
,
LR 27.5 23.0 20.8 26.7
‘i' DOR “ 19. 92 2. 7% 2.1 26,7

1Diﬂerence significant at . 01 (T=4.12)
Difference significant at , 01 (T=8. 8)

Household question 35; Tracked question 13,

Difference significant at .01 (T=6.1)
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CHAPTER VII

SERVICES FROM SCHOOLS

Neighborhood schools typically prpvide a meeting place for local
groups,I ‘and because of this a sch;ol closure could result in reduced acti~
vitiés of these groups and thereby a ldss in neighborhood‘ vitality, As
noted in the previous dis.cusgion of the resea r'<;h questions we wish to de-
termihe fhe extent.to which neighborhood residents participate in schod-
r'elated or school-based activitie.-s, what services are expected from the
school and its facilities, and did or would a closure affe;cAt“these services,

The .analysis below indicates that there is very little difference between
the closure and controi neighborhoods (for all households) with respect to
theée questions. We also compare the tracked sample with only the clo-
sure gr‘oup Which. had children of public school age at the time of the clo~

sure, and note that the tracked sample respondents attend meetings in the

‘school significantly more often than the closure group.

In this chapter we address the following related questions:

1. Do people in closure neighborhoods attend fewer meetings in the
" local schools than people in the control neighborhoods?

2. How important.is the neighborhood school as a neighborhood
- meeting place?

3, Do people think that the public schools ‘should' be used for func-
‘ tions other than education; if so, for what functions should they

be used? ‘ e
g 9 6

e
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1. Do people in closure neighborhoods attend fewer meetings in the local
schools than people in the control neighborhoods?

People in closure neighborhoods attend meetings ‘at local schools as
much-as.people in contrél neighborhoods, In fact, as can be secn in Table
VII-1, there are no significant differences between the controls az'ud clo-
sures for any meeting type,

In generai, people in the tracked s’a.mple are more likely to attend
meetings in the public school than the closure respohdents with children
in the same age group, For e;cample, 42, 8% cited attendance at PTSA
meci:ings compared to 18, 4% in this closure sub-group. The tracked
respondents also mentioned attendance at school related social or'fund
raising activities over twice as often as this closure gz:oup. Both of these

differences are significant,

. -

2. How important is the neighborhood school as a neighborhood meeting

Ela ce?

The public elementary school is an important meeting place in the
nei fxb rhood 3 i ' 1
eighborhood, as can be seen in Table'VII-1, However, overall, more
residents of control neighborhoods reported that they attend meetings or
get together with neighbors at some place in their neighborhood than did

- 2 4
closure residents. Only 28.4% of the matched closures report that there

are places in their neighborhood (as described by the closure schools'

. 1n this question the definition of neighborhbbd was left to the respondent

and the question refers to activities held in'a public elementary school
‘buiking.

2In this question neighborhood is ‘deﬁned as the area within the attendance
boundaries of the school under study.
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boundaries): as compared to 41.5% of the control respondents. This differ-
.ence is significant at the .01 level of confidence,

We next compared what these two groﬁps see as the single most impor-
tant meeting pl;.ce in the neighborhood. 7.9% of the matched controls indi-
cate the public‘ elementary s'chq‘ol as oﬁbosed to only 2, 9% of-the matched
closures. Although this 'di-ffereﬁ'c:e‘ is ';t.':a'.tiéitiéally significant it is difficult
to draw any conclusions because of difficulties in understanding the way the
respondents interpreted the question, Technically, ther‘e are no public
elementary schools in the closure r'leigl"lborh'ooc'ls, although in each‘ofmthgse
neigh.borhoods the building which formerly housed the school is stﬁl the;e.
In fact other research is showing that tﬁese buildings are being utilized
more for public meetings now than prior to the cﬂl‘.--cr)msﬂure. At any rate if respon-
dents viewed the closure school building as the rﬁost important meeting place
in the neighborhood they may have responded something other than "public
elementary school'. As such, this 2.9% possibly understates the true
value and therefore we draw no conclusions about this apparently significant
difference (Table VII-2). i

In summation, this analysis suggests that public_ elementary schools

are utilized equally by control andv closure respondents, but that the closure
group is having to go outside of their neighborhood to use these facilities,
Further support for this contention can be found'in the.next chapter, In
Table VIII-1 it can be seen that 40.8% of the tenured closures thought that
the closure caused people to have to find new meeting pla.césa This then
at least partially :xplains the above discussed difference in the usc of

mecting plaées within their own neighborhoods, It is reasonable to con-

8- 98



clude that the closure of th‘e school has caused some residents to have to
leave the neighborhood to attend types of r'neetipgs that are held within the
neighborhoo.d in the control neighberhoods.

v.A11.:hough the neighborhood school is utilized, it is not as impori:a:t.{i‘:w~
a;s churches and .parks or recreation centers. In both thé control and the
closure neighborhoods over 50% of the respondents mentiqned thiese as
ti;;e single most important meeting pla;e. (Table VII-2)
3. Do people think that the public schools should be‘used for functions

other than education; if so for what functions should the public schools
.be used?

+ About 75% of the respondents in both the closure and control neighbor-
- hoods ipdicated they thought that. the public s chools should be used for

-~

functions other than education, (Table VII-3) Table VII-4 contains a

- —

list of events the respondents indicated should take place in the public

schools, ‘ § S




TABLE VI-1 PERCEMTAGE OF POPULATION
. ATTENDING VARIOUS COMMUNITY MEETINGS

1

o CLOSURES
MATCHED. | MATCHED ALL WITH :
CLOSURE CONTROL | TRACKED | CHILDR EN2

PTSA 10. 2% 9.9% 42.6%° 18. 4%
School Related .
Social or ' Fand 778,67 6.8 29.5 4 - 12, 94
Raising Activities : o
Citizens' Advisory .
Councils, Commu- 5,1 4,6 3,3 . 15.0
nity Groups )
Scouts,
Campfire Girls, 0.9 1.5 11,5 - 12,2
Youth Groups
Aduylt
Education/- 0.3 0.4 ' 1.6 6.8
Night School
Park Dept,, A
Recreational 3.0 3.1, 13,1 15,0
Activities
Pre-School, ‘ 0.4 0 0 0.7
Day Care :
Religious,
Political 0.4 1.1 0 2,7
Organizations ‘
Other ’ 4,5 4,3 14,8 2.0
Educational
Other ' 4.8 8.3 8.2 7.5
Meectings '

: n=528 n=282 n=61 n=147

1lnterview question 40 for household, #16 in tracked interview.

2Morc precisely, this group is the matched closure households who had
children of clementary school age in the year of closure. For this table
only, the sample has not been weighted due to idiosyncrasies in the data

file.
3T=4, 50; significant at , 01

L
47-3,40; significant at , 01 LRIV
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TABLE VII-2: MOST IMPORTANT PLACES

1

| IN NEIGHBORHOOD FOR MEETINGS OR GETTING TOGETHER

MATCHED MATCHED

CLOSURE CONTROL,
CHURCH 31, 7% 22, 5%
PUBLIC SCHOOL 2.9 7.9
OTHER SCHOOL - 8.7 o : 6.3
SHOPPING AREA 1.9 2.2
BAR/RESTAU- . 14.1 13,6
RANT :

PARK/RECREA-~ 20, 1 o 32,8

TION CENTER/ :

CLUB

OTHER 20.5. 14, 7
n=528 L ' n=282

1, Interview question 20, .
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TABLE VII-3: SHOULD PUBLIC SCHOOLS BE USED

FOR OTHER ACTIVITIES BESIDES EDUCATING CHILD REN? 1

-
MATCHED MATCHED :
CLOSURES | CONTROLS TRACKED
YES 74, 4% 74.7% 61.5%
NO 25.6 25.3 ~ 38.5
n=528 n=282 n=61

lHouschold question 41, tracked question #17.
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TABLE VII-4: FOR WHAT OTHER ACTIVITIES

SHOULD PUBLIC SCHOOLS BE USED? !
CLOSURE o
AND ALL
CONTROL TRACKED
PTSA 22.0% " 19.7%
. School Related 9.5 | 3.3
or Fund Raising
Citizens Advisory 22,6 16.4
. Councils, Commu-~
_nity Groups
Scouts, Campfire 9.6 8.2
Girls, Youth B
Groups
Adult Education/ 10.9 8.2
Night School
Park Department/ 14,0 19.7
Recreational
Activities
Pre-School, 2.6 3.3
Day Care ‘ '
Religious, 4.5 0
Political i ‘
Other Educational 6.5 9.8
Other Meetings . 0.5 : 0
1 . m=810 . ‘n=61
Household question 42, Tracked #18. ‘
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CHAPTER VIII

EFFECTS OF SCHOOL CLOSURE

‘The primary issue of this study is to analyze the perceived impact
of closing the neighborhdod elementary school, In this chapter we address

this issue most directly by examining the responses to the question of
what did actually happen ;(closure neighborhoods) or what would happen
(cot;trol neighborhoods) 1f tine neighborhood elementary school closed.

In Table VIII-1 we pr;,’eset‘l't the basic set of data discussed ip this
chapter, Generally speakiing, it indicates th?.t among the closure neigh~
borlr;-ogds there is a feeliné among sizeable parts of the population that
the closure of the elemenl;ary school did cause the neighborhood to change,

For example, 46% of the fhatched closure neighborhood residents who were

there when the school clos;e'd feel that people moved out of the neighborhood

b
i

because of thé school closure, Additionally, 37% of the closure businesses
that were there whén the s%hool closed had the same opinion, The control
respondents ﬁnd the non-te%lured closure réspondents are even more likely
to be of the opinion that the%cl‘osure of the elementary school would cause
changes in the neighborhooci. As can be seen from Table VIII-1, about
twiée the percentage of conttrol and non- tenured closure respondents (as
compared to tenured closure respondents) thought school closure would

cause a change in each of the items we inquired into,

104
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As noted earlier, this study was conducted 2 number of years after
thexclosures occurred, and our tenured respondents are those residents who
weathered whatever impact the closure had. Thelrefore, we would expect
them to be less sensitive to the closure than would have bcen the entire
set of residents who were theré at time of closure, Presumably the tenured
closures would then under-represent any negative effects thai; ma); have
actually occurred., Therefore, it is Ou.r‘ opinion that the responses for
the tenured closure respondents may under-state what actually occurred.
~On the other hand there are hypotheses that the control' ‘resic‘lents are
ove'r.-reacting or are more iikely tg\perceive that there would be a strong
impact on the neighborhood becaise of their fear that they may be next,

The large differences between the control and closuré household response
sug'gests support for these hypotheses.

-Following this point furthex--it is interesting to note the length of.
time persons have reéided in the neighborhoods, In Table VIII-ZVbelow
we present the percentage of the group we interviewed tha.t was in the neigh-
borhood at the time of the closure, The data do not support a hypothesis
that thé closure caused larger population shifts in the closure neighborhoods
than occurred in control neighborhoods over the same t'}}'ne period,

In summation, there a re indications from a sizeable portion of the
‘tenured closure population that the neighborhood changed be cau.se of the

school closure, and further there are reasons to believe that their responses

may understate the true impact of the closure,

103

' ‘ . «85-



TABLE VIII-1

NEIGHBORHOOD CHANGES CAUSED

(OR EXPECTED TO BE CAUSED) !

(% of population who responded that that event was caused,
or would be caused, by school closure)

SAMPLE GROUP

HOUSEHOLDS! BUSINESSES
NON- ' \ NON-
|TENURED |[TENURED |MATCHED|TENURED TENURED
MATCHED | MATCHEL|CONTROL ||CLOSURE CLOSURE
CLOSURES|CLOSURES$ . AND
| CONTROLS
People moved out of 46. 1% 81. 3% 81.4% 37. 3% 59, 4%
ncighborhood : '
Prope rty values went 26,1 69. 1 67.6 14.0 50.0
Klown
Crime increased 23.4 44.0 39.7 13,0 26.0
Pcople show less con- 28.0 43,3 45.3 33.3 36.6
cern for neighborhood
People had to find new || 40.8 N.A. 2 | N.A.Z 34,1 N.A.Z2
place to hold commu- ’
nity meectings
Amount of business or || 16.5 31,3 30. 2 N.A.%2 | 35.4
industry incrcased
| Typc of pcople moving 36,5 81.3 81,1 35.7 74. 3
in changed ‘
i

lilouschold questions 46 and 48, Business #24 and 26

2Qucstion not asked of these respondents,

106
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TABLE VII-2 PERCENTAGE OF CURRENT RESIDENTS

WHO RESIDED IN THE NEIGHEORHOOD

AT TIME OF CI..OSURE1

CLOSURE . CONTROL

Neighborhood % who were there ||[Neighborhood | % who were there
-+ +f in year of closure: * in-year of closure

‘Georgetown 51.7% Concord 45.2 %
Interlake 48.9 - Allen 49.5
Mann 55.4 Minor/Leschi 40,2

Summit, Decatur and Maple Leaf are excluded because there was no
control for Summit and no actual closure in Decatur, However, notable
is the fact that only 13,7% of our Summit sample had lived there when
the school closed, The number of cases for each neighborhood is the
same as the number of households interviewed,

107
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CHAPTER IX

SUPPORT FOR SCHOOLS

The yhypotfhesis addressed in this chapter is that the f:loSure of the
elementary school does in fact infiuence residents' support for the schools.
Our principal measure of this support is levy véting. In fact, when com-
paring rhatche;l closures with matched controls, we find a statistically
'sigt:lificaint différence (at the . 01 level) between the percentage of peo}:ltév
who claim to have voted 'yes'' on the _lasf school levy. In the control
n'eighborllqoods, 81, 4% ipdicated a "yes' vote as opposed to .68. 3% .in the
clos.ure neighborhoods (Ta.ble IX-2). However, in examining.this ques -
tion further, regr eséign analfsis (Table IX~-4) using a "nb“ vote on the |
voting is explained by whether or not it is a closuré neighborhood,. but instead
depends on other characteristics of the‘ réspondenté. For exafnp].e, the -
statistically significant va.vr.iables (at least to . 05‘V1eve1) which influence
voting appear to be race, sex and age, ! The existence of c?sildren in the
household did not have a significant impact., It is then the differences among
the ckmogra.phic characteristics of the respondents in our sample groups,
rather than residence in a closure neighborhood which explains tﬁis measure

of suppbrt for schools. Nearness of the household to the school had an

v

IThese F-tests are presented in the Appendix on multivariate analysis, and
discussion ‘of their validity appears in the section on '"Dichotomous Variables'

__.in that same appendix, . .. . .. .. ... .
-88-
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ambiguours and non-significant association, A few more control resic_ler‘lts‘.
voted in the‘la‘.vs‘_t levy than the closure group, but thié difference is not
significant (Taﬁale IX-1),

| A significantly larger percentage of residents in closure neighborhoods
followed the recent news on school closures very closely. 22.9% responded
that tl.ley.followed this news very closely as opposed to but 15, 1% among
the control residents. This sggggsts that these neighborhoods may have
been sensitized by the closure there.

In summary, there doe_s not aépear to be a difference in the support

for schools which can be attributed to the control/closure dichotomy,



TABLE IX-1: PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS *

WHO VOTED IN LAST SCHOOL LEVY

SAMPLE GROUP %
Matched Closure Householdsl 3 40.9
Matched Control: Households 43,0
Closure with Children 48.6
Decatur Tracked - 80.0
Geo-Int-Mann Tracked ‘ 44,4

1 Summit was excluded for lack of a control,
80% compares to 67, 7% among current Decatur resi-
dents which is the closure neighborhood with by far
the greatest % voting in the levy election,

TABLE IX-2: AMONG LEVY VOTERS,
PERCENTAGE VOTING YES2
SAMPLE GROUP ' : %
Matched Closure Households?! 68,37
-Matched Control Households 81, 4
Closures with Children 69.5
o R Decatur Tracked ) 75.0

"Geo-Int-Mann Tracked 83.3

* Summit excluded :
2 Statistically significant difference at the .01 level; T=2,96

:

TABLE IX-3: HOW CLOSELY RESPONDENT HAS

FOLLOWED RECENT SCHOOL CLOSURE NEWS

SOME- A NOT

VERY = WHAT LITTLE AT
o 1 - CLOSELY CLOSELY BIT ALL
Closure Hous c¢holds 22, 9; 35.3 28.1 13.7
Control Households : 15,1 37.8 34.7 12,4
Closures with Children 31.4 26.8 31.7 - 10.1
Decatur Tracked - C me e D e

19.6 43,4 26,1 10.9

Geo-Int-Mann Tracked
' Summit excluded,
2 Difference significant at , 02 level

o

[—r B R LT [ TP T TN PV PP S . Ty
* Household questions 68-70; tracked questions 48-50, .
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TABLE IX-4:

1,2,3,4
PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS VOTING "NO" ON THE LEVY

\ PRESENCE OF . . |
TYPE OF NEIGHBORHOOD CHILDREN DISTANCE FROM SCHOOL  |lOVERALL |
- "~ NO ONE TWO |MORE THAN
CLOSURE | CONTROL | DECATUR ||CHILDREN |CHILDREN||BLOCK | BLOCKS |2 BLOCKS
ge | 11.5% 8. 9% 6.0% 10. 5% 10.3% |[16.0% 6. 1% 9. 4% 10.4%
- of - . ‘
(592) (364) (87) (323) (720) (77) (155) (811) (1043)

lAdjnsted by regression to hold constant the effects of whether the respondent was present at closure,
the type of neighborhood, the age of the respondent, the sex of the respondent, the ethnicity of the »
respondent, the distance from the school, the years in this residence, whether the respondent followed
the news about the new closures or not, income, whether the respondent owned his or her home,. and
whether the family included children or not, except the variables listed at the top of the main headings,
In other words--all variables are held constant at their mean except the one under study.

[yS]

respondents who voted "no' were a£:}

not vote, or voted "yes" were lumpeu

e

Voting "no" on the most recent levy was used as a measure of school support (or lack of it). All
zd a value of one, all others "0", Therefore, people who did

tygether. Refusals were excluded, We regressed this against
a set of demographic variables tc examine the net association between school support and closures.

3Because of the skew of the dependent variable in this equation there may be bias in the F-statistics.
This is discussed in the section "Dichotomous Variables" in the appendix on Multivariate Analysis,

%AARegr.e.s‘sivonu.#T.“




CHAPTER X

SURVEY ADMINISTRATION

This chapter discusses the metﬁodology used to collect the data which
has formed the basis of this report_. This chapter is presented i t’flreek-
- sections:
A. Training of interviewers
B. Fielsl Procedures

C. QRuality Control Procedures

A, Training of Interviewers

All intgrviewers were trained over a two day period before they
administered any kinterviews‘T ‘The training covered the sulrvey' instruments
in detail as well as intefviewihg techniques and provceidures.v |

Each interviewer was provided with two training manuals to review
prior to the training sessions and for reference during training and the

‘survcy itself. The MPR general training manual discussed conventions

used in all of our surveys and the basic concepts and tech}iiques of inter-

viewing. The second mapual was designed specifically for this survey

and c0ver‘eF1 definitions of terms used in certain quéstions, instructions,
* . 113
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and é}:planations of the objectives of many questions, Copies of these
’ fnanuéls are appended to this report.

The desig‘ne'i' of the survey instrument gave the interviewers an
orientation to the study, presented video tapes on technique', and then
dié cusséd each of the three interviews Question-by-question, The sxix:vey
manager covered general interviewi_ng' techniques and field procedures |
with special emphasis in handling ré'fusals, validation of interviews, and
quantity and quality of work fequiremehts.

In addition to the lectures by .the survey designer and‘manager, the
.staff was slzown an ‘hour‘ long MPR video fape on general theory and tech-
nique that was designed for the training of 'interviewers. Also, each
interviewer participated in mock interviews with another MPR staff mémber
before doing any field work,

Appended to this report is the agenda of the training sessions,

B. Field Procedures

Inter_viewe rs were paid by a piece-rate system for field work., They
received $7, 50 for each completed household or business interview and
$8. 25 for each completed tr;é.lcéd'intervie.\y. During the final week of the
survey the payment was raised for clean-up interviewing,

Two assignment sheets, each containing fifteen addresses at which
to administer the interviews, were given to each interviewer upon com-
pietion of the training course, The addresses on each sheet vwere usually

located within one elementary school attendance area, These assignment

shects also specified the type of interview to be done at each address and

114
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contained space for the interviewers to record all attempts to administer
an interview at each address. An example of the assignment sheet is
‘attached.

Once an interviewer had a 'final status' on fourteen of the fifteen
addresses on a sheet, another one was issued to them. A final status
was obtained for a pa.rticulé.r address in a number ways as described
below:

1) Interview completed.

2) Respondent refused to be interviewed,

'3) Household or business no longer exists or was vacant. -

4) Could not contact respondent for the interview (not home).

In order to have a final status of ''not home'!, at least four
attempts were made to contact an cligible respondent at the-
household or business, Two contact attempts occurred after
6:00 p.m. on different days during the week, one attempt
took place prior to 6:00 p.m. on a weekday, and at least one

attempt was made on the weekend.

5) A business other than the one listed was located at the address
and it was not a community oriented business.

6) No member of a tracked interview family ever lived in the
closure neighborhood listed. In some attendance areas the
interview type was changed to household and the interview
completed when this situation occurred,

7) Could not contact respondent due to high security of apértment
building, i.e., the building was always locked and there was

no intercom system available.
8) Respondents did not speak English, were deaf, or very retarded,
This group accounts for about 3 of 1% of the sample.
Although a-n‘other aSsignment sheet was issued to someone once he
had obtained a final st ‘
) g.tus for fourteen of the addresses on a sheet, ,

he was required to eveéntually obtain a final status for all addresses

assigned to him.
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All initial contacts of household or traced interview respondents occurred

between the hours of 3:00 and 9:00 p. m. v;/eekdays and 10:00 a. m, la.nd 6:00
p.m. Saturdays., Contacts with business respondents occurred th;oughout
the day during business hours, Interviews were completed outside of these
prescribed hours on,lly at the request of the respondent.

Interviewers were required to report to the office twice each week to
turn in their completed interviews, At that time they we-re given additional
assignment sheets and any previously completeci interviews returned by
the quality control readers that needed resolution of some problems. If
the ;1ature of the data problerﬁs were such that no further contact o£ the
respondents was necessary in order to resolve them, the intgrviewers
were required to deal with the interviews immediately and return them
to Q;zality Control department, If it was necessary to re-co.nta ct a respon-
dent in order to resolve the problems in a.nl interview, they were required
to do so within ope‘da}.r._ .

A continuous process of validati.on of int‘erview:s occurred throughout
the survey. A total of 178 or 13% of tHe interviews completed were ran-
démly selected fof validation, The validator contacted the interview
| ;espondent by phone or in-person and re-asked a subset of questions in
the interview. Fabrication or distortion of any data in an interview would

result in the immediate dismissal of an interviewer . Appended to this

report are copies of the three validation forms that were used,
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C. Quality Control Procedures Manual

Appearing on the following pages is a reproduction of the Quality

Control Procedures Manual which was used for this study.

11%
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.Q.C, MANUAL

THE NEIGHBORHOOD SURVEY

Introduction

‘This manual will describe the procedures used to‘assure the q_i;ality
and inteéritf of the data collected throughout the Neighborhood Survey,
While prodfareading each interview, QC'ers will gheck the logical flow
of each iﬁtérview, examining for consistency in d;ta' throughout, and

preparing t\he Interview for keypunching, making necessary corre ctions

Y R
when possible.
!
|

%
i

General Information:

The foil@wing information should be considered before QC'ing interviews:

Y
i

Right Juétifyin'g Numbers: In all cases where a number is to be entered
in boxes, there should only be one digit per box. All numerical entries

should be right justified,-i.e., age of child 7 years should appear as

o 7]

Fixed Alternative Responses: Make sure the fixed alternative responses

have a number circled beside the appropriate response. If an interviewer

has made a correction, the incorrect answer should be crossed out, and

the correct answer should be circled.

Writing in Margins: 'Any comments written in the margin is an aid

to the QCer in determining in which category the reSpbnsc belongs.

«97-
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Date: Reccord the last’ two digits of the'ycar only throughout each
Interview. For Q.1 in the business and housohold intorvie\vs, the
year 1974 will be used to idéntiky those families living in neighborhood
less than 2 years, This will relate to Q.9 in Business Interview and

Q. 36 in Household Interview.

Skip Direcction: An inappropriate question to the respondent will

follow with a skip direction to the next rclevant question, Please
make surec skip directions are followed. You will find skip direction

.through each interview.

Grid Instructions: Grids were dcéigned so that some questions can

be asked repeatedly for different variables., You may cncounter

situations which may cause a problem. Pay special attention to grid

responses, and examine for logical response and consistency in data.

Special rules for Grid Responses in Household Interview Q. 6-8,

and Q.29-31: If there are 3 or more ""Very Important', the 3

o.nd 1 most important must come from those items. If there arc
less than 3, the "most important' should come from the "'somewhat
important'' category as well. The only time the 3 or 1 "most im-
‘portant' may be from the "qot too important' item is when there
arc fewer than 3 items in the 'very' and ”somewhaf-important“ .
colurﬁns. T

1 suggest that you rercad this grid to make sure the anwers make sensec

before you proceced to the next question.
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Other Catcpgories: All other categorics should be a respondent's answer

which doesn't fit one of the pre-coded categories. QC-ers should keep
a log of the other categories. Other categoricé are found in Houschold
Interview: Q.2, 3, 20, 26, 28, 40, & 42; in Business Interview: Q. 2,

13, 15, 20, & 23; and in Tracked: Q.2, 16, 18, 20, 21, 27, 29 & 44.

Factual Responses: For factual answers--particularly the one-that

asks for the respondent's age--if respondent answers, '"I'm in my
50's', use the midpoint year, 55,

-DKs: If a respondent cannot give an answer for a question a DK answer

is acceptable, The Interviewer shoul 4 write@next to the question."

Post Code: Distance from School--Please record the post code # when
the Interview has been QC'd., A map has been prepared giving all
necessary information for determining post code #.

The post code # will not be necessary for the Tradwed hterview.

Initial Interview: All completed Interviews should be initialed by QCer.

Any inte rviews needing corrections should be submitted back to

Interviewer with necessary corrections explained.

o,
&0
-
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4.

Cover Page

 Cover Page Information:

1. Each Interview should have a Label placed on it.

2. The Label gives the following information:
1.D. # of the Interview.

Type: .Identifies the typé of interview, i,e., Control, Closure,
Threatened Closure. e

P
1

Attendance District: Def ines School District,
No. of years: Will either be 5.0r 10

Closure year: Year in which Closure occurred,

ID Number -~ Below Label
The ID number below the label should be inserted by Interviewer.
This number should agree with # on labig.!él. The address should also be

written on Interview--by Interviewer, along with Interviewer ID#.

Time Begin and Completion Time --should be filled in by Intervicwer.

121
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The Houschold Questionnaire

The Household Interview addresses itself to .;evera} issues: primarily--
why do people move out of ne'ighls_orhoods; how do people see their neighbor-
hoods, and the trendis that have taken place in them over the last few years;
the importan‘ce of the neighbox:hood school in proviaing a quality education;
thé importance of school as an educational institutién in the nc;ighborhood;
and what effect school closure has on.a neigl;lborhood. To accomplish the

task of getting these responses, the Household Interview was designed.

There are ten divisions in this Interview.

0Q.1-8, designed to get respondents' opinion about neighborhoods in -

general.
. Q.1. Be sure response is right justified.

Q.2 & 3. May have more than one answer, If an "other! answer is

given, be sure it's a legitimate other, All others for these responses

~ should only be neighborhood related.

Grid responses for Q.4, 5,76,77, 8: Q.C. for logical responses,

Make sure grid response td Q.4 C & E are followed correctly. (See

special direction above grid for Q. 4.

Q.6, 7, & 8: Be aware of the contradictions that may occur in these -

responscs.

0Q.9-12: This set of questions asks about the current situation of the

respondent's definition of neighborhood is allowed.
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0.10-21: The respondent is asked to answer about an arca roughly
equal’'to ghe ncighborhood school attendance district.

Each of these questions will only: .require once answer. Be sure
skip directions are followed where applicable.

On question 20, there must only be one answer. If more than

onc answer is given, treatasa correction,

Q.22: # of years ReSpondcnt has lived in nexghborhood For this.

response the year 1974 Wlll be consxdered less tha.n 2 years. Q.C.

for consistency. This answer should be cross checked with answer f#l.

0.23-28: Directed to families who have lived in the current home 2 .
years or more. Cross check with responsc given in Q.1 and Q, 22.

They should agree.

Check for ID# on page 12 of Interview,

0.27: Be sure the changes mertioned in Q.23, 24, and 25 are reflected

e

in this response,
Q.28: Any text response should be written on scparate '"other shecet'.

' 0.31-37: Decals with the quality of cducation in respondent's neigh-

borhood, and the directions it has taken over the last few years,

1. Response should be straight-forward--QC.

2. Note special instructions for Q. 35 and 37.
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0. 38-43: Deals with school related and school based activities--

1. The responses here are fairly straightforward., Watch for

skip directions.

Q.44-47: Deals with actual effects of closure on the community.
Answers should be fairly clear. Check fer ID# on page 19, Be sure

skip direction for Q.47 is follow-through.

Q.48-50: Series of questioi{ms deals with hy pothetical school closure

{ .
for respondents living in closure neighborhoods.

1. Respondents who are controls or threatened closure, and
i : :

closure pcople who did not live in neighborhood should answer

this series of queétions.
2. Cross check with Q 44 and 45, This'sh.ould also be checked

[
with information o:n label (fromt-cover page).

!
Q.49: Refers specifically i:o children of elementary school age or
younger. If all children are over 12, use code 3 (NO childien in house- '
hold). Cross check this with answer to Q.55. The (YES) and (NO) options

in Q. 49 are intended for pcople who might actually use private clementary

schools.

0.51-71: Concerned with demographic information, iﬁcluding ages of
household members, children's school attendance district, income and

home ownc\x;“shm,l Therc are a few questions regarding levy-"vobting and

how closciy respondent has followed the news on 'school closure.
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0. 57 and 5% If there is only one child in the age group, usec "All are".

1"Some are' refers to (a few) of a larger group of children,

Also, watch out for the double negative in Q. 59. Option 2 means

[y

A1l children aged 5-12 are in public elementary school.

Post Code: Use the map to determinc the distance relationship. Code

figurc.(1,2, or 3) in answer box.

Initial interview for completion.

povd
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The Business Interview

\

The Business Intervicw was designed to gather response to the same
issues set forth in the Household Interview, To ac compiish this--the Inter-.

view has five sections which address themselves to specific issues.

0Q.1-8: Ask.about the respondent's opinion about his/her current

neighborhood. All questions are straightforward. Be sure there's
a response to each question. Special attention should be given to
Q.2.! There should only be one answer here. Interviewers may get

‘this-confused with Q.2 in Household and Tracked Interviév?z which é.'l‘low

more than one response. i

f

Q.9-22: Deals wiéh trends iiin areca and business over the last few years,

Q.9: Cross-Check rcs;lonse with answer given in Q.1., They should

- agree. ' ; i

o :
!
|

)
§ |
Q.14: Be sure changesi’}fin Q.10, 11 & 12 are picked up reflected

3
Ly

in response for this quejstion..

Ay

sanet ik
e 3%

Gyt

b

PR

Q.16: Cross check Wit?l';l year given on label, and Q.1. Notice skip

S

dircctions given for those businesses not there in the year given,

Q.2 22, & 23: Should have updated labels included. Be sure cach

Interview has one for each question,
. .

Q.25; Notice skip direction given after question 29,

.
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0.26-28: For control respondents. Questions deal with hypothetical

school closurec situations. Be sure an answer is given for cach question.

.

',.-f""HQ.29-31: Ask demographic questions about the re spondents and his or

o
£S

her business. Be sure each question has been answered.

Post Code: Use the map to determine the distance from school relationship

code,

Initial when completed,
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Tracked Interview

\ .
)

Tracked Interview Introduction:

. The Tracked Interview was designed to follow up on families that
currently have children enrolled in the Seattle Public Schools, who moved

. out of the closure attendance districts within a year bebre or after closure.

" The Interview Divisions:

The interview is divided into five sections,

Q.1-8: Concerned ba;{cally with the resPondcnt's opinion of neigh-
‘borhoods in general, and ;éqsons for éelecting his present neighborhood
’ in Which to live, There should be an answer for ecach quesi:ioﬁ. Any
nume ri‘cal responses should be i'ight jvu‘stified. All other res ponses
- should be writt-en on separate "other sl;xeét".
. Please note question 4--(grid respchse)--Be sure special directions
fo.r (4c) and (4e) are followed correctly.

For the grid responses for Q.5, 6 & 7, a logical pattern should

ot NI -

follow: in respondent's response, Any contradictions should be noted

as corrections.

Q.9:-13: Deals with quality education. The respondent is asked to rate
| the educat:ion children receive :iri his/her current neighborhood.
1. Again--pay careful attention to the logic in grid responses
for Q.9, 10 & 11,
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R : !
2. Q.12 should have only one response. If (D) is selection

Interviewer should follow skip pattcrn, All other response should

go directly to next question,
3, Q.13-- one response per sub-question,

Q. 14-19: The respondent is asked about his knowledge of and partici-
pation in school-related and school-based activities.

1. Be sure the I D. # of the Interview is coded on the lower

portion of page 8.

2. There are skip directions given in these series of questions.

Be sure skip directions are followed.
3, Check to be sure there's a response for cach question.

0.20-33: Ask about situation in the closure ncighborhood. What was
happening at the time respondent moved, why they left, and their aware-

ness of closure,

0. 20: Should have only one response. If more than one response,
note corrcctibn to interviewer. Inform him that respondent should
choose the reason most important to him. I respondent cannot

choose answer should be DKed, procced to Q. #22.
Q.Zl; May havc more than one responsc,

0.22-26: One response per question,
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'Q.27: Be sure the changes mentioned in Q.20 are also added here.

N . :
Q.28, 29 & 29a: Be sure skip patterns are followed properly,

There should be an update label inserted for Q.28 and 29a. Make
sure the label is inserted and answered correctly, Refer backto

Q.20 and 27 for consistency in response,

Q.30 & 31: Notice skip directions, also all numerical reSponseé

should be right justified, Be sure to check ID# at bottom of page 15,

The last section, Q.34-35: asks for demographic information about

the respondent.

For b. 33, be sure all children listed between 5-12 are picked vp
in Q. 39.
Q.44: Be sure only one responzis given., If more than one--send

back to interviewer as a correction. All other questions should basically

have one response.

Disregard Post Code.

1

Initial Interview when complcted.

oy
C.
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APPENDIX

MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS

Al




Seven regression estimates were run using the set of independent
variables defined below. For each regression the regression coefficients,
the standard error of the regression coefficients, and the F statistics.of
cach regression coefficient are reported as well as the RZ and the standard
crror of tilc estimate.

The F‘ statistics allow  us to test whether a particular éharaéteristic
is signifi ciantly correlated with the- dependent variable when the effects
of the Otl:lér included v.a.ria..bles are held constant.

Bec;;_.u;‘sc many of the variables used in the analysis can take on rﬁore

o
than 2 va:‘h::ics, a set of dummy variables were used, For example, we

have thréc: kinds of neighborhoods in the sample: closure, threatened clo-

i
i

sure, and control neighborhoods, Two dummy variables were created; one

_that equélé one when the neigHborhood is a closure neighborhood and another

o

that takes on the value one when the neighborhood is a threatened closure
ncighborhéod. This allows us to test for differences between the closure
neighborhoods and control neighborhoods, The use of but two dummy

variables eliminates the problem of linear dependence.



INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

Definition of Variables

The regression analysis utilized the following set of independent
variables in all of the regressions,
‘Present at Closure equals 1 if the respondent lived in the neighbor=-

hood when the school closed or lived in-the -control neighborhood
when the matched closure school closed; 0 otherwise,

Closure equals 1 when the neighborhood was Summit, Interlake,
Mann, or Georgetown; 0 otherwise, :

- Threatened equa‘ls 1 when the neighborhood was Decatur; 0 otherwise.

Kids equals 1 when the household contained any children between 5
and 12 years old; 0 otherwise,

Young equals 1 when the respondent is age 18 to 24; 0 otherwise.
Middle equals 1 when the respondent is age 45 to 64; 0 otherwise,
Ol1d equav.ls”l when the respondent is age 65 or older; 0 otherwise.
Black equals 1 when the responcient is black; 0 otherwise,

Other nﬁinority equals 1 when the respondent is a minority other than
black; O otherwise, ’

Distance 1 equals 1 if the respondent lives within one block of the
neighborhood school and lives in a control neighborhood, .and it equals
1 if the respondent lives within one block of the closure school and
lives in a closure neighborhood; 0 otherwise,

Distahce 2 is defined like distance 1l for a Z—biock area,

2-5 years equals 1 if the respondent has lived in the current dwelling
more than 2 but less than or equal to 5 years; 0 otherwise,

5-10 years is defined like 2-5 years for more than 5 years but less than
or cqual to 10 years,

10 years or more is defined like 2-5 years for more than 10 years,
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‘News cquals 1 if the respondent indicated they followed the news

about the recent closures very closcly or somewhat closely; O
otherwise,

$5,000-$10,000 equals 1 if the respondent indicated that family
income was $5,000 to $9,999.

$10,000-$20, 000 defined like $5,000-$10,000 for incomes from

$10, 000 to $19,999.

$20, 000 plus defined like $5,000-$10, 000 for incomes of $20, 000
or Mmorco.

Sex equals. 1 if the respondent was male; 0 if female,

Own home equals 1 if the rcspvondent's family owns their home.
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Dcpendent variable equals 1 when the respondent indicated that the neigh-
borhood has become worse since the closing of the school (or the closing

of the matched closure school if the respondent lives in a control neighbor-
hood), It also equals l if the respondent has lived in the neighborhood since
sometime after the closure but longer than 2 years and also believes that
the neighborhood has become worse during that time. It cquals 0 otherwise,

‘ STANDARD
. VARIABLE . B ERROR B F
Present at Closure - 0.02933  0.04075 0.518
Closure ' 0. 00444 0. 03182 0. 019
Threatened -0, 15328 . 0. 05486 7. 808
Kids 0.01714 0.02808 0. 373
Young - 0.01444 0.03668 0.155
Middle 0. 05658 0. 03211 3.105
old -0, 01866 0. 04097 0. 207
Black _ -0, 00223 0. 02985 0. 006
Othér Minority -0, 05341 0. 04821 1. 227
Distance 1 . | 0. 08116 0. 04366. 3,456
Distance 2 0.06772 0. 03236 4.380
2-5 Years 0.09772 0.03693 ~ 7.003
5-10 Years 0.14462 0. 04631 ©9.754
10 Years or More , 0. 20028 0. 04580 19. 125
News -0.01668 | 0.01813 0. 847
$5,000-$10, 000 -0.03897 0. 03232 1. 454
$10,000-$20, 000 -0. 02082  0.03035 0.471
$20, 000 Plus -0. 05583 0. 04054 1. 897
Sex - 0. 03683 0. 02353 2, 452
Owns Home ‘ -0.09975 0. 02990 11.132
{Constant) . . 0.09893
R% = .08
Standard Error = , 36 i 3 D
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REGRESSION 2: How important is having schools within walking distance
in providing a good education?

Dependent variable equals 1 if the respondent indicated that walking
distance was the single most important factor or one of the three most
important factors in a good education, It equals zero otherwise,

STANDARD

VARIABLE / - B ERROR B F
Present at Closure 0. 02002 0. 04479 0. 200
Closure : -0.02919 0. 03499 0.696
Threatened -0.01982 0.06031  0.108
Kids : | -0.01915  0.03087 ..o 0. 385
Young | -0.03288 0.04032 0. 665
Middle . 0.03135 0. 03530 0.789
oid | ' '0. 04443 0. 04504 0.973
Bla ck ' 0.08355  0.03282 6. 482
Other Minority " 0.03602 0.05300 0.462
Distance 1 - -0.03603 0.04800  0.564
Distance 2 ' -0. 02903 0.03557 0. 666
2-5 Years 0. 04300 0. 04060 1. 122
5-10 Years -0. 0453‘} 0.05091 0.793
10 Years or More " .0.02959 0. 05035 0.-345
News  0.00500 001993 0. 063
$5,000-$10, 000 004203 0. 03553 1. 399
$10,000-5$20, 000 -0. 07681 ‘0. 03336 5. 301
$20,000 Plus - ~ -0.07667 0. 04456 2. 960

 Sex 0.04013 0. 02586 2. 408
Ouwns Home “ 7 0.03769 0. 03287 2. 408
(Constant) 0..20402

' , "RZ=-.03 ~
; " Standard Error = .40 i38
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REGRESSION 3: How important is the quality of the schools in ma king
‘an area a good place to live?

Dependent variable equals 1 if the respondent indicated that the quality of
the schools is the single most important factor or one of the three most
important factors in making a neighborhood a good place to live.

. STANDARD
VARIABLE - B ERROR B F
Present at Closure 0.05261 - 0.04760 1.222
Closuré ) -0. 03709 0.03718 0. 995
Threatened 0 05512. | 0 06408 o o 1764 |
Kids 0. 31679 0.03280 93.296
Young .. -0.05788 0. 04285 1.825
Middle h -0. 06830 0. 03751 3,316
old * -0, 14470 0. 04786 9. 142
Black : , 0. 04074 - 0,03486 1,365
Other Minority ~0. 00521 0. 05632 10,009
Distance 1 - ~0. 06845 " 0.05100 1.800
Distance 2 -0, 06276 0. 03780 2.757
2-5-Years : : -0. 03904 0.04314 0. 819
510 Years -0. 03707 0. 05409 0. 470
10 Years or More o 0. 03923 0. 05350 0.538°
News 0.05343 . 0.02117 6. 366
$5, oob-slo, 000 0. 02279 0.03776 - 0. 364
$10,000-$20, 000 0.00272 0. 03545 0. 006
$20, 000 Plus 0. 01975 0.04735 0.174
Sex , 0. 03996 0. 02748 2.114
" Owns Home 0. 01862 0. 03492 0. 284
(Constant) 0. 18344
R% = .17

" Standard Error = .42
: ) '.*...-.,‘_..__. | 1 3 7
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REGRESSION 4: How important is having a school nearby in making a
neighborhood a good place to live? o

Depende.nt variable equals 1 if the respondent indicates that having a school
within walking distance is the single most important factor or one of the
three most important factors in making a neighborhood a good place to live.

_ , STANDARD
VARIABLE . - B ERROR B F
Present at Closure -0. 04348 0.03664 | 1,408
Closure N . ~0. 00442 0.02862 0. 024
Threatened 0.14304 0.04934 8. 406
Kids v 0.20244 . 0.02525 64,271
Young ' 0.07692  0.03299 5. 437
Middle .' | 0.03199, 0. 02888 1. 227
old - ' 0.04186 0. 036.85' 1. 291
Black 0.01895 ~ 0.02685 0. 498
Other Minority " 0.06315 0.04336 2. 121
Distance 1 ‘ -0_. 00149 0.03927 © 0.001
Distance 2 ' 0.01313  ~ 0.02910 0. 203
2-5 Years | 0.02561 " 0.03321 0. 595
5-10 Years 0. 00457 0.04165 0.012
10 Ycarsvor More - -0.02974 0.04119 ~0.521
News -0. 00146 " 0.01630 0. 008
$5, 000-$10, 000 . 0.00618 . 0.02907 0. 045
$10,000-$20,000 -0.01124 - 0. 02729 0. 170
$20,000 Plus | ~0. 05361 0. 03646 2. 162

TSex , -0. 01652 0.02116  °  0.609
’  Owns Home . 0.03417 0.02689 - 1,615
{Constant) - 0,04524

R%=.10 138

" Standard Error = .33
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REGRESSION 5: Would you want to move if the n'eighborhood school
closed? B

Dependent variable equals 1 if the respondent says he/she would want
to move if the neighborhood schools closed and equals 0 otherwise.

STANDARD

VARIABLE : - B ERROR B F
Present at Closure -0. 00381 0.03767 0.010
Closure - 0.01353 0. 02942 0.212
Threatened 0.05359 0. 05072 o117
m _Kids ' _ 0.26420 0.02596 103.579
Young N 0.07175  0.03391 4,477
Middle . -0.06274 0.02969 4,467

oud -0. 06088 0.03788  2.583 °
Black S "0.01460 0. 02760 0. 280
Other M£nority . 0.09395 .. _ 0. 04458 ' 4,442
" Distance 1 . ~0. 06409 0. 04037 2. 521
Distance 2 -0. 00248 0.02992 0. 007
2-5 Years -0.00650 0. 03414 0. 036
5-10 Years ° -0. 00932 0.04281 0. 047
10 Years or More " -0.03990 0.04234 0. 888
News o " 0.03070 0.01676 3. 355
$5,000-$10, 000 0. 04760 0.02988 2,537
$10, 000-$20, 000 0.01985 0. 02806 © 0. 501
$20,000 Plus 0.00197 0. 03748 0. 003
| Sex -0.00628 0.02175 0,083
" Owns Home  -0.01259 0.02764 - 0.207

- {Constant) - 0.07593
R®= .18

" Standard Error = ,33 .

pordk
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. REGRESSION 6: Would you actually move if the schools closed?

Dependent variable equals 1 if the respondent says he/she would actually
move if the schools closad and 0 otherwise.

STANDARD

VARIABLE : - B ERROR B F
Present at Closure -0.02076 ° - 0.02453 0.716
Closuré 0.01987 £ 0.01916 1.076
Threatened ' 0. 03150 0.03303 . ' 0.910
Kids 0. 03264 0.01690 3.729
Young . + .- 0.,02819 -  0.02208 1. 630
Middle ' | -0 02978 ‘0.01933  2.314
oid o.03446 0.02466, L2
Black ' -0.00357 o 01797 0. 040
Other Minority | -0.01168 0.02903 0.162
Distance 1 . -0, 00457 " 0.02628 0. 030
Distance 2 | -0.62403 . 0.01948 1. 522
2-5Years ‘ -0. 02525 0.02223 1.290
5-10 Years | 0.00923 ~0.02788 0.110
10 Years or More - -0.01237  0.02757 0.201"
News 0.00778 " 6.01091 0. 508

- z
$5,000-$10, 000 | .7 0.01406 0.01946 . .- 0. 522
$10,000-$20, 000 0.00513 0.01827 0.079.
$20;050 Plus 0.01603 0. 02441 0: 431
Sex ' -0.02729 0. 01416 2.713 .

- ‘Owns Home 0.04787  0.01800 7.074

{Constant) 0. 03436

‘RZ =03

‘Standard Error = .22
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REGRESSION 7: Did you vote no in the levy elections?

Dependent variable equals 1 if the respondent says he/she voted '"no"
in the levy election and 0 otherwise, '

STANDARD
. VARIABLE - B ERROR B F
Present at Closure 0.03856 0.03313 1, 355
Closure | 0.02599 o 02588 1. 009
Threatened -0, 04732 - 0.04460 . 1,126
Kids ) 0. 00202 0. 02283 0. 008
Young = . B “ . .0.01255 0. 02982 0. 169
Middle ’ o 0. 06677 0. 02611 . 6,542
od - . 0.06103 0. 03331 3, 356
Black | -0, 10495 0. 02427 18,697
Other Minority -0, 10052 0. 03920 6,575
'Distanc; 1 : 0. 06638 0. 03550 3.497
Distance 2 -0, (;3382 . 0. 02631 1,652
2-5:-Years . . 0.02940 0. 03003 0. 959
5-10 Years 0.03241 " - 0,03765 0. 741
10 Years or More _=0.00681 0. 03724 . 0.033 °
News. |  0.01344 0. 01474 0. 832
$:5, 000-$10, 000 | -d. 01448 0.02628 ° 0. 303
$10,000-%20, odo ‘ -0, 01161 0.02467 0. 221
$20, 000 Plus 0.01118 o.. 03296 o. 115
Sex . -0, 06435 0.01913 11,317
Owns Home | 0. 07154 . 0.02431 8. 660
(Constant) 0.6893
R% = .09

'Standard Error = .29
“14i
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Tables Adjusted by Regression

Throughout this repbrt we report(.;dﬁproportions that have becn adjusted
iby rcgressions. We have done this to enhance the readability of the report
for thosc people who are unfamiliar with regression analys‘is. The intent
of our procedure is the same as for regression analysis--to measurec
variance attributable to an independent variable while the effects of ot;hcr
variables are held constant,

The procedure for creating théese tables is quite straightforwérda All
“the independent variables not included in the table are set equal to their
mean value. ! Each mean-is multiplied by the appropriate beta coe.fﬂf.icien.t
and the sum of these products is added to the con_.stant term. This sum
becomes tﬁc new constaﬁt term. Then the relationship between the depen-
dent variable and the independent variable included in the table is then

computed using the regression coefficients of this independent variable

and the hew constant term.

-

Dummy Var iables

One additional procedure needs to be mentioned, When the indepcndent
. va.riabie is continuous or can take on several values, a set of dlirnmy vari-
ables' is used‘.. For éxample, income can take on many va}ues but for the
regrcs"sions in:(;;w was described by a set of dummy variables. The

first dummy variable took on the value "] when annual income was less

than $5000 and ''0'" otherwise; the second took the value ''1'" when income

Iy alucs other than the mean could be used if a particular group was to be

uscd as a NoOrme
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was between $50“00 and $10, 000, etc. This procedure allows the relation-
ship between the dependent variable and income to be cither lincar or non- |
linear, If a single variable was used for income, simple regression tech-

niques could show only the best linear rclationship.

Dichotomous: Variables

Regression estimates on dichotomous varié.bles have two general
problems. First the regression estimates may result in predicted values
beyond the logical limits of 0 and 1. This problem becomes more likely
when the dichotomous variable is skewed to either extremev. A few of .our
‘predictcd values were beyond the 0 and 1 limits. We could correct this
problem by uéing .probit anal‘ysis; however, it is difficult and expensive
to use and difficult to interpret. We ciid not think the use éf b.l'obit analysis

was woith the expense, time and loss in clarity that would have been nec-

essary. E

The other problem is heteroscedasticity. A1l dichotomous variables,
regardless of the skewness of the split, have non-continuous error terms.,
These terms must take on one of two values,. This vélue is either a value

that results in the total equation equaling 1 or a value that results in the

_total equation equalling 0. As such, the error term of a dichotomous

variablc is 2 binomial. When the dichotomous variable is split about 50-50

the variance is.25. | Whén't};e split is 6040 the variance is about.24 which

is quitc close to the .25, So the splits close to 50-50 have a small problem

with heteros cadasticity. As the split becornes more extreme the swing in

the variance becomes much greater, For example a 90-10 s>p1it would
143 |
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have a variance of .09 while a 95-5 split would have a variance of ,045; a
2 to 1 difference,

One of our dichotomous dcpendent variables does have an extreme
split, Votiug no on the school levy was a 10-90 split, so we may havea
p1:oblcn\ with hetcros cedas.ticity. Howecver, this problem does not bias
the regression coefficients, so that the. proportions reported are fine,
What it does do is effect the unbiased efficiency of the estimate, As such
our F-tests of significance may not be correct because of bias in our
eé,ltilll;xat;s“of th?: standard errors, 'However, it is unlikely that they are

so biased so as to expect that the nclosure' variable is truly significant,

Al4
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APPENDIX TABLE

OVERALL NEIGHBORHOOD SATISFACTION1

Number of responses and (row percentage)

o SOMEWHAT| VERY
- - VERY SOMEWHAT] DIS- DIS-
Neighborhood SATISFIED| SATISFIED| SATISFIED |SATISFIED
Interlake _ " 154 71 8 2
(65.5) (30.2) (3.4) (0.9)
Allen 55 36 5 1
(56.7) (37. 1) (5.2) (1.0)
Mann 90 " 83 20 11
T, : (44.1) (40.7) - (9.8) (5.4)y
Minor-Leschi 43 36 _ 8 5
(46.7) (39. 1) (8.7) (5.4)
Georgetown 42 - 31 12 4
(47. 2) (34. 8) (13.5) (4.5)
Concord . 37 38 9 -9
: (39.8) (40.9) (9.7) (9.7)
Décatur ‘ 74 17" 1 1
(79.6) (18, 3) (1. 1) (1. 1)
Maple Leaf 68 . 21 7 0
. (70. 8) (21.9) (7.3) ==
Summit 37 45 8 5
(33.9) (47, 4) (8.4) (5.3)

: 1Interview question 9.
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APPENDIX TABLE:

) neighbors help each
rer out? )

YES............/...
NOuteeresneaseasen
w often do crimes
cur?
ALOT..iieensnsnss
'SOME.ssusenansnnas

ALITTLE.c..cic0eus

w many vacant houses?

A LOT.sesecsannnns’

SOME. . ceesisananse
AFEW...... tesaene

' NONE......

SPECIFIC ASPECTS OF

NEIGHBORHOOD SATISFACTION !

Number of respondents and ‘('column“- percentage):

éon cord

Inte rlake Allen Mann Minor-Leschi Georgetown Decatur Maple Leaf Summit .
165 (77, 5) 70(78.7) [ 160 (85, 1) *56 (69. 1) 57(71.3) 70 (82.4) 79 (88,4) 63 (69.2) 43 (53,8)
48 (22, 5) 19(21.3) | 28(24,9 25 (30,9) 23 (28,8). | 15 (17.6) 0 (11.2) . 28(30.8) | 37(46.2)
22005 ] 6 (.2 | 38213 290372 || 8(10.4) | -19Q%8) | 4 (45) 9 {10.2) 32 (39,0
84°(40,2) 39 (47.0) 58 (32.6) 21 {26, 9) 29 37.7) | 31(38.8) || 44 (50.0) 26 (29,5) 28 (34.1)
103 (49, 3) 38 (45.8) 82(46.1) | 28(35.9) 40 (51,9) 30 (37.5) 40 (45, 5) 53 (60.2) 22 (26.8)
1 (0.4) 2 (2.2) 36 (18, 8) 13 (14.6) 6 (1.1) 0 -- 0 -- 0 .- g (9.9
16 (7. 0) 6 (6.7) 4 (1.7 13 (14.6) 9(10.6) | 11(12.1) 7 (7.7 2 (2.2) 18 (22.2) .
100 (44.1) 1 36 (40.4) 97 {50, 5) 50 (56, 2) 43 (50.6) 50 (54.9) 32 (35,2) 24 (26,1 34 (42,0)
110 (48.5) . | 45 (50.6) 25 {13.0) 13(14.6) - || 27 (31.8) 30 (33.0) 52 (57,1 66 (71.7) 21 {25.9)

1Intervie{w questions 11, 14, and 15,

O
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APPENDIX TABLE  Is the presence of an elementary s‘éhool in the
neighborhood a good thing or a bad thing for Xou?1

NEITHER/
GOOD ‘ BAD DON!'T CARE

"Interlake | 140 (59.6) 4(1.7) 91 (38.7)
Allen 58 (59, 8) 2(2.1) 37 (38.1)
Mann 160 (78.0) 6 ( 2.9) 39 (19.0)
Minor-Leschi 59 (64.1) 4 ( 4.3) 29 (31. 5)
Georgetown 56 (62.9) 5( 5.6) 28 (31.5)
Concord 54 (58.1) 1(1.1) 38 (40. 9)
Decatur 66 (71.0) 2 ( 2.2) . 25 (26.9)
Maple Leaf 72 (75.8) 0 23 (24. 2)
Summit 50 (52. 6) 4. 4.2) 41 (43.2)

Interview question 50,

.
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APPENDIX TABLE:

MOST IMPORTANT ASPECTS OF
NEIGHBORHOOQD SATISFACTION

.,
.

Number of responses and (row percentage):

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

f Convenience Low Quality .. Convenience - Walking Convenience Convenience
R to Crime Helpful of to Similar Distance to to :
Shooping Rate Neighbors Schools , Work . Neighbors to Schools Transportation . -Parks, etc Other .
xe 33 (14, 1) 88 (37.6) 17(1.3) 17( 7.3) 27 {11.5) 4( L7 6 2,6) 23 (9.8 16 { 6.8) 3(1.3)
3(3.1 54 (55.7) 9(9.3) 7(9.3) 5(5.2) 2{ 2.1 0 11 {11.3) 6( 6.2) -0
14 ( 6.8 96 (46. 8) 30 (14.6) 22 {10.7) 7(3.4) 8 (3.9 8( 3.9 18 ( 8.8) 0 2 (Lo .|
Leschi 8(8.8 34 (37.4) 6 ( 6.6) 9{9.9) 91{9.9) 2 (2.2 " 5(5,5) 13 (14, 3) 5(5.5) 0
towa 10 {11.2) 43 (48.3) 20 {22.5) 2(2.2) 7(17.9) 1(1L1) 0" 5(5,6) _ 1LY 0
d 12 (13.0) 40 {43.5) 14 {15.2) 9(9.8) 8{8.7) 4(4.3) 1(LD 3({3.3) 1{1.1) 0
: C7( 7.6) "41 (34.6) 13141 12 {13,0) 9(9.8) 3(3,3) 4( 4.3) 2(2.2 0 1(11
Leaf 5(5.2) 50 (52.1) 11 (11, 5) 12 (12.5) 9(9.4) 3(3.1) 2(zn 1 o2(2.1) 2(20 0
O
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APPENDIX TABLE:

Interlake

Allen

Mann

Minor-Leschi

Georgetown

Concord

Decatur

Maple Leaf

Summit

-OVERALL

PERCEPTION OF CHANGE IN

NEIGHBORHOOD SINCE

YEAR OF CLOSURE

Number of responses and (row percentage):

IMPROVED

55 (23, 6)

14 (14.6)

68 (33.7)
29 (32.6)

8(9.2)!

29 (31.9)1

.20 (21.5)

19 ( 19.8)

20 (22.2)

THE SAME

IDifference significant at ,0l; T=4.1

A2l

STAYED

152 (65.2)

61 (63.5)

88 (43.6)

46 (44.9)

50 (57.5)

46 (50. 5)

70 (75.3)

67 (69.8)

52 (57.8)

GOTTEN
WORSE

26 (11.2)

21 (21.9)

46 (22, 8)

20 (22.5)

29 (33.3)

16 (17.6)

3( 3.2)

10 (16.4)

18 (20.0)



APPENDIX TABLE:

PERCEIVED CHANGES IN NEIGHBORHOOD-QUALITY

SINCE YEAR OF CLOSURE!

Number of responses and (row percentagej:

Neighbors helping each other

Property values compared to

Property upkeepes

Crime rateee

Number of vacant housese-

outen city as a wholeae
_ MORE | SAME | LESS [[BETTER | SAME | WORSE || BETTER | SAME | WORSE || HIGHER {SAME |LOWER | MORE | SAME | LESS i
50 (23.7) [140 (66.4) [21 (10, 0) [[2t {11.5) |86 (47.0) 6 (41.5) || 42 (30.4) )76 (55.1) | 20 {14.5) || 32 (25.8) |77 (62.1)|15 (12,24} 4 ( 3.0) |65 (48.5)]65 (43.5)2
20 (22.2) | 58 (64.4) 112 (13.3) {10 (14.5) |33 (47.8) R6 (37.7) | 12 (20.0)[35 (58.3) | 13 1.7 18 (31.6) |30 (52.63| 9 (15.8)] 6 (12.0) | 25 (50.0) 19 (38.9).
62 (33.7) | 90 (48,9) [32 (17.4)][20 (14.0) [33 (23,1) B9 (62.2) || 58 (39.7)|51 (34.9) | 37 (25,3 | 41 (32,3) |42 (33,1) |44 (34,6)[60 (44,8) |35 (26.1) 39' 9.1
schi {25 (34.7) | 38 (52.8) | 9 (12.5) |12 (18.2) |22 (33.3) B2 (48.5) || 22 (38.6) |26 (45.6) | 9 {15.8) | 15 (28,3) | 18 (34,0) |20 (37.71]]20 (37.7) {14 (26.4)]19 (35.8)]
sn B17(20.7) |49 (59.8) 116 (19.5)]] 2 ( 3.4) |14 @4.1) B2 (72.4) | 6 (10,9)|38 (69.1) | 11 (20,00 || 6 (11.5) {41 (28.8)} 5( 9.6)f11 20.4)% | 28 (51.9) _15(2.,.8,if
21 (25.6) | 46 (56.1) [15 (18. 3y [ 7 (10.0) |13 (18,6) B0 (71.4) || 14 {26.4)|31 (58,5) | 8:{15.1)J 17 (33,3} |21 (41.2)|13 (25, 5)}f 1.( z,o)2 32 (65,3) |16 (32.7,1; i
. . N |
14 (15.7) {71 (79.8) ] 4 ( 4.5) ||28 (37.8)% {36 (48.6) [0 (13.5) | 16 (21.6)55 (74.3) { 3 ( 4.1) [ 20°(30.8) |41 (63,1)] 4 ( 6,2}]] 0 142 (63.6) |24 (36, 4)
af {14 (15.7) | 53 (5%.6) |22 (24.7) 14 09,77 145 (63.4) 112 (16.9) [} 17 (21.5)[ 56 (70.9) | 6 ( 7.6)[ 22 (29.7) |47 (63.5) | 5( 68)] L ( 1.4) |47 (64.4) 25 34,2
12 (14,6} | 59 (72.0) [11 (13.4) |f 7 (13.7) {13 (25.5) Bl (60,8) 8 (21,6) 123 (62,2) 6 (16,2} || 13 (40.6) |18 (56.3) [ 1 ¢ 3.1y} 4 (14,3} |16.(57.1)

8 (zs.syd ‘

sestions are Nos, 12, 16 (and 17}, 23, 24, and 25 in the household questionnaire,
ce between Georgetown and Concord significant at ,01; T=3.24,
nt difference between Decatur and Maple Leafat,02; T=2,55,

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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APPENDIX TABLE:

OTHER PERCEIVED NEIGHBORHOOD CHANGES !

Number and (percent) mentioning item:

Age of fesidents=s  fINumber of minozk [50cio-Economic Number of Numbar of Ownez-  {Amount Indusizialse [[Number Multle Activity of Come Community Spirite
_ tiesgen Statyses Children. Ouunlled fomesss Family Rusldences-« [Imunliy Groupses _
IN- VE. IN- DE- N~ DE. IN- DE. IN. DE. IN- DE. INe DE. N. DE. IN. DE.
CREASED/CREASED|ICREASED [CREASED|CREASED | CREASEDI[CREASED| CREASEDIGREASED CREASED|ICREASED |CR EASE D|GREASED| CREASED CREASED! CREASED [CREASED CRCASED
lake 0L P (6.0 0 VOO | SE2[7{29 ] 2.9 | 13¢s.all 6 LS (e 2t2,0f o {04 o JCLA | 2ol
' LELoy fl2{12,4f 6(6.2)) 0 TILO) [ 2¢2mff2(2.00 ] 4(40) 0 S(s.4ff1¢00)] o ] oL o 0 ooy g ll.nl
| oo can 1t s ME6 10510049 [ 201,01 9( 44} | 6¢(2.9) BL40 ] (4 5¢ 250 ) S{ 280 81400 | 30 sl 10 0.8 0ncnenn A0 1S
reluechi IV (L) | (el 2¢22)] 2¢2af0 0 0 [] 2L 2(2.20 3 (00| 2( 2] 4({4M] O 2e2f o 2ea )] 0
D N 1
Jetawn 2L ICLNl bren) o0 0 d{asiirrnLng] oo 0 2426 (29.2) | 1oLyl 2022 1¢1.nfo ¢ Ly o
ord 2(L 1 1L 30 0 ToLnfreny] 2caaf oLy 2¢ RICH ISR Na N RIEE N ‘l(l-l) [
ur LAY [ TS| 4(4] O 0 0 2(2.2 5(8.4a) 51 5.4 1.0 ¢ “N1o (2.2 LY 3¢%W2)} o 0 . [
r Leaf , SL6N ] TITY] LS o 1(L0) YELOM SOSah| 77Nl 616,39 S5(541(h0) ] o 0 0 0 [ (WY 1(L0)
W 2L} 3R Ses3 1chof2caly  2tan|fiineg] 2(2an] 0 JE20 90 %8 | 1oyl 2¢2.0) 14 X.ﬁ) 0 J( Lo 3
.‘.‘ tt, uhlh.\ \n.:‘ th l'.
15
AL

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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MOVE IF SCHOOL
QUALITY DECREASED !

JPPENDIX TABLE:

Number of responses and (percent of total):

Would want to move Would actually move

iterlake 58 (25. 4) 20 (34, 5)
llen 25 (26.9) 13 (52.0)
lann 46 (23.4) 24 (52, 2)
linor-Leschi 18 (19. 8) 13 (72.2)
eorgetown 20 (23.5) 17 (85, 0)
oncord 23 (25.6) 13 (56.5)
ecatur 33 (35.9) 19 (57.6)
aple Leaf - 33 (34, 7) 14 (42, 4)

12 (66.7)

tmmit 18 (19, 6)

Juestions 4 and 5 in interview,
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MOVE IF SCHOOL CLOSED!

APPENDIX TABLE:

Number of responses and (percent of total):

. Would want to move - Wotld actually move

Inte rlake 37 (15.9) 20 (54. 1)
Allen 14 (14.9) 8 (57.1)
Mann 39 (19. 3) 27 (69.2)
Miner-Leschi 12 (13.3) 9 (75.0)
Georgetown 17 (18.5) .13 (76.4)
Concord 19 (20. 3) 13 (68.4)
Decatur 17 (18. 5) 9 (52.9)
Maple Leaf 9 ( 9.5) 1 (11.1)
Summit 7(7.7 3 (42.9)

Tauestions 4 and 5 in interview.
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APPENDIX TABLE:

Interlake

Allen

Man-n

Minor-Lieschi

Geofg etown

Concord

Decatur

Maple Leaf

Summit

How good a job are public elementary schools

doing? 1

Number of responses and (row percentages)::

EXCEL-
LENT

12 ( 5.1)

6 ( 6.8)

18 ( 8.8)

11 (12.0)

‘2(2.2)

8 ( 8.6)

12 (12.9)

8 ( 8.3)

1{1.1)

GOOD

IQuestion 32 in interview.

FAIR
54 (23.0) 52 (22.1)
16 (16.5) 21 (21.6)
55 (26.9) 49 (23.9)

17 (18.5) 15 (16.3)
16 (18.0) 11 (12.4)
18 (19.4) 10 (10.8)
27 (29.0) 12 (12.9)
31 (32.3) 25 (26.0)
13 (13.7) 9 ( 9.5)
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DON!'T

POOR KNOW
12 ( 5.1) 105 (44.7)
7( 7.2) 47 (48.5)
14 ( 6.8) 69 (33.7)
5 ( 5.4) 44 (47.8)
8 (9.0) 52 (58.4)
11 (11.8) 46 (49.5)
3( 3,2) 39 (41.9)
3(3.1) 29 (30.2)
7( 7.4) 65 (68. 4)



.~-APPENDIX TABLE: .- IMPORTANT ASPECTS OF EDUCATION?
Number of respo’naesvaﬁd (row percentages): -

Basic Walking Individwlzed: Friendly Good-: .

Skills  Discipline Distance Instruction Atmosphere Teachers  Other
Interlake C 6577 10(4.3)  2(0.9)  7(3.0) 17(7.2) 133(56.6) 1(0.4)
Allen 24 (24,7 5(5.2) 1(L0) 4(4l) -5(5.2) 54(55.7) 4(4,1)
Mann | 40 (19.5) 25(12.2) 5(2,4) 5(2.4) 10(4.9) 113(55.1) 7( 3.4)
Minor-Leschi 22 (23.9) 12 (13.0) 0 - 5'( 5.4) 8 (.8.7) 44 (47.8) 1 ( 1,1)
Georgetown 202 ., 11(12,4)  1(L1)  4(4.5  6(6.7) 46(51.7) 1(1.1)
Concord 23 (24.7)  6(6.5) 4(43) 4(4.3) 8(8.6) 48 (51.6) 0
Decatur 21 (22.6)  8(8.6) 2(2.2) 2(2.2 0 60 (64.5) 0
Maple Leaf 25 (26.0) 5(5.2) 1(1,00 6(6.3) 7(7.3) 52(54.5 0
Summit ©35(36.8)  7(7.4) L1(1L1) 5(5.3) 3(3.2) 44(46.3) 0

rQuestion 31 in interview.
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CHANGE IN QUALITY
~ OF EDUCATION

'IN PUBLIC SCHOOLS
SINCE CLOSURE YEAR!

APPENDIX TABLE:

. Number or responses and (row percentage):

DON'T
BETTER SAME WORSE KNOW -
Interlake 23. ( 9.8) 43 (18. 3) 30 (12.8) 139 (59. 1)
Allen 11 ( 4.7) 18 ( 7.7) 18 ( 7.7) 50 (51.5)
Mann 56 (27, 5) 26 (12.7) 38 (18.6) 85 (41.7)
Minor-Leschi 22 (23.9) 7( 7.6) 7( 7.6) 56 (60.9)
Georgetown 6 ( 6.7) 12+(13, 5) 15 (16.9) 56 (60.9)
Concord 11 (11.8) 16 (17.4) 12 (12.9) 54 (58.1)
Decatur 12 (12.9) 20 (21.5) 14 (15.1) 47 (50.5)
Maple Leaf 13 (13.5) 23 (24.0) 22 (22.9) 38 (39.6)
Summit 14 (14.7) 6 ( 6.3) 9 ( 9.5) 66 (69, 5)
lQuesi:ion 33 in interview,
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APPENDIX TABLE:

MOST IMPORTANT PLACES IN NEIGHBORHOOD

FOR MEETINGS OR GETTING TOGETHER"

Number and (row percentage):

Public Other Shopping | Bar/ Recreation ‘

NEIGHBORHOODS Church School School irea Restaurant] Center Other
- Interlake 115 (27. 8) 1(1.9) 4 (7.4)] 2( 3.7)| 13 (24.,1)] 10 (18.5) 9 (16.7)
' Allen 110 (22,7) 5(11.4) 0 -- 1{2,3) 9 (20.5)] 12 (27.3) 7 (15.9)
‘Mann ‘ 33 (40.7) 34 3.7) 2 (2.5) 1(1.2) 4 (4.9)| 20 (24.7)] 18 (22,2)
Minor-Leschi 10 (27.0) 5,4) 5(13.5) 1{2,7) 3(8.1){ 10(27.0) 6 (16.2)
Georgetown 6 (20.7) 1( 3.4) 7 (24.1) 0 -- 4 (13.8)] 4(13.8) 7 (24.1)
Concord (5.9) 2 ( 5.9) 0 -- 0' -- 4 (11.8)] 24 (70.6) 2 (5.9)

Decatur 18 (54.5) |10 (30.3) G -- 0 -- 5(15.2){ , 0 =-- 0 --
Maple Leaf 6 (17.1) 2 (5.7) | 14 (40.0) 0 -- 1(2.9) 6 (17.1) 6 (17.1)
Summit 6 (23.1) | 0 -- 4(15.4) | 2(7.7 509.2)| 7269 2(7.7

“Interview question 20; answered only by those answering yes to 19,
‘ : 1
i



APPENDIX TABLE:

 ATTENDANCE AT MEETINGS

IN PUBLIC ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS!

Number, attendin‘g type of meeting

in last year and (percent of total):

School Re-| Citizens' Recre- Religious/{
- lated Social] Advisory Youth Adult ational Political
GHBORHQODS | PTSA Fund Raishg [Groups, e | Groups - [Education | Activities [Pre-School Organiation|
erlake 19 (8.1) { 21 ( 8.9) | 11 ( 4,7) 2 ( 0.9)‘ 0 -- 7( 3.0 1(0.4).] 1(0.4)
en 8(8.2) 5.,2) 5(5.2 4(4.,1) 1(1.0) 2 (2,1) 0 -- 1(1.0)
nn 31 (15.1) | 20 ( 9.8) | 15 ( 7.3) 3(1.5) 2(1.0) 7(3.4) 1 (0.5 1(0.5)
10r-Leschi 11 (12, 0) 6 ( 6.5) 4, 3) 0 -- 0 -- 3(3.3) 0 -- 1{1.1)
rg etown 7(7.9) 5( 5.6) 2(2,2) 0 -- 0 -- 2 (2.2) 0 -- 0 --
1cord . 11 (11, 8) 4 ( 4.3) 0 -- 0 -- § 5(5,4) 0 -- 1(1.1)
atur 13 (14.0) | 18 (19.4) 9(9.7) 7(7.5) 1(1.1) 3(3.2) 1(1.1) 2 (2.2)
ple Leaf 13 (13.5) | 13 (13,5) 0 -- -6 6.3) 0 -- 6 (6.3 0 -- "0 --
nmit 2 (2,1) 1(1.1) 1(1,1) 0 -- 0 -- 0 -- 1(1.1) 0 --

Interview question 40,
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APPENDIX TABLE: ACTIVITIES THAT RESPONDENTS THINK 1
QUGHT TO TAKE PLACE IN PUBLIC ELEMENTARY SCHOOQLS

Number and (percent of total) who mention each activity:

School Rela-{ Citizens!' Religious/ g
ted Social/ Advisory Youth Recreational | Pre-school| Political Adult Other Other
SORHOOD PTSA Fund Raising | Groups Groups Activities /Day Care Meeting Education Education Meetings
ke 48 (20.4) 18(7.7) 73 (31.1) 28 (11,9) 35 {14.9) 10 { 4.3) 15 ( 6.4) 38 (16.2) 18 { 7;7) 4 32 (13,6)
19 {19.6) 12 (12, 4) 31 (32.0) 17 {(17.5) 15 (15,5) 1{ 1,0). 7(7.2) 13 {13.4) 9{9.3) 10 (10.3) ‘
53 {25.9) 26 {12.7) 27 (13,2) 10{ 4.9) 20 { 9.8) 0 == 4 (2,0 71{ 3.4) 6{2.9) 9{ 4.4) :
Leschi ] 22 (24.2). 5(5.4) 12 (13.0) 5( 5.4) 11 (12,0) 1{11) 2.{2,2) { 7.6) 5( 5.4) 1{1.1)
town 21 (23,6) 3(3.4) 14 (15,7) 4 { 4.5) B{9.0) 2{2,2) 0 -- 3(3.4) 2{2.2) 4 ( 4.5) :
d ' 20 {21,5) 12 (12.9) 16 (17.2) 6 (6.5 | 22(23.7) 3({ 3.2) 6{6.5 13 {14, 0) 13 (14.0) 6 ¢( 6.5)‘
r 24 (25.8) 81(8.6) 28 (30.1) 16 (17.2) 24 (25,8) 1{1.]) 10 (10.8) 19 (20.4) 7(7.5) 7{ 7.7) :
Leaf }7 (17.9) 9(9.4) 23 (24,0) 17 (17.7) 11 {11,5) 7(7.3) 4 { 4,2) 7(1.3) 7(7.3) 5( 5.2}
t 17 (17.9) 11 (11.6) | 24 { 9.7) 2{21) 7(7.4) 4( 4,2) 1{1.]) 12 {12.6) 4 ( 4.2) 4{ 4,2)

pty

ew quesson 42,
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PERCEIVED DIRECT
EFFECTS OF ACTUAL
SCHOOL CLOSURE!,?2

APPENDIX TABLE:

NEIGHBORHQOOD
CHANGE Interlake Mann Georgetown] Summit
People to move out of 36 (42.4) | 42 (45.7)| 22 (55.0) 5 (50. 0)
neighborhood
Property values to go 16 (17.6) 32 (34.8) 14 (32.6) 3 (33.3)
down ‘
Crime in neighborhood | 16 (17.6) 39 (43.8) | 2 ( 4.8) 3 (37.5)
to increase
People to show less con-| 19 (19.4) | 34 (34.0)| 16 (38.1) 2 (25.0)
cern for neighborhood ' B
People find new place 23 (29.9) 49 (55.1) | 14 (38.9) 3 (42.9)
for meetings
Amount of businessor 7(7.1) 11 (11.7){ 20 (44.4) 3 (42.9)
industry to increase ‘
Type of people moving 34 (35.1) 36 (38.3)| 14 (36.8) 6 (75.0)
in to change C

—lbuestion 46 in the interview.

2Only closure residents who were there at time of closure responded to
this question; percentages only reflect those answering that particular

item.
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APPENDIX TABLE: PERCEIVED CHANGE
OF EDUCATIONAL QUALITY
SINCE CLOSURE !.¢

Number of response‘s and (row percentage):

BETTER SAME .WORSE
Inte.rlake _ 2 ( 4.2) 34 (70.8) 12 (25.0)
Mann ' 13 (21.0) 31 (50.0) 18 (29.0)
Georg etown 2 (11.8) 10 (58. 8) 5 (29. 4)

Summit 0o 2 (50.0) 2 (50.0)

Iiterview question 47.
2Asked only of tenured closures,

o
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PERCEIVED POSSIBLE EFFECTS

OF CLOSING A NEIGHRORHOOD SCHOOL

CHANGE

Pcople to move out of
neighborhood

Property values to go down

Crime in neighborhood to
in¢rease

People who live there to show
less concern

The amount of business or
industry to increase '

The type of people moving into
the ncighborhood to change

The quality of education to drop

Number and (percent) who indicat

caused by school closure:

ed that these effects would be

_ NEIGHRORHOOD
TTALLEN MINOR - CONCOKD MAPLE | DECATUR
LESCHI LEAF ‘

32 (90.1) | 62 (73.8) | 75(83.3) 72 (80.0) | 72 (80,0)
57 (67.1) | 51 (65.4) | 61 (76.3) 60 (66.7) | 55 (66.3)
22 (26.5) | 37 (4%.3) | 35 (42.7) 30 (38.5) | 22 (29.3)
24 (27.0) | 48 (57.8) | 43 (51.2) 33 (38.4) | 32 (38.1)

22 (26.8) | 21(28.4) | 35 (43.8) 19 (24.4) | 15 (18.1)

| 82 (59.1) | 60 (75.0) | 68 (79.1) 32 (91,1) | T4 (82.2)
53 (68.2) | 60 (7T1.4) | 60 (69.0) 54 (60.0) | 46 (52.3)

L

—
TQuestion 48 in the interview.

F‘.ﬂ"-
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APPENDIX TABLE: PEOPLE WHO VOTED IN
LAST SCHOOL LEVY ELECTION

NUMEER PERCENTAGE

Interlake 100 42,7
, (T=1.72)
Allen ) : 51 53,1
Mann 87 43,3
Minor-Leschi 37 40, 7
Georgetown - 28 31. 8
Concord 24 - 25,8
Decatur | 63 67.7
Maple Leaf . 66 ' 69.5
Summit 31 33,3
Iinterview question 69.
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APPENDIX TABLE: AMONG THOSE WHO VOTED,

Interlake

Allen

Mann

Minor-Leschi

Gecrgetown

Concord

Decatur

" Maple-Leaf

Summit

HOW MANY VOTED YES*

NUMBER PERCENTAGE 2
59 (64. 8)
33 (73. 3)
66 (85.7)
32 (91. 4)
7 (35. 0)
16 (69.6)
- a7 (82. 5)
50 (82. 0)
20 (69. 0)

IQuestion 70 in interview..

2Based on those who answ-é;éd e1theryesorno.
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APPENDIX TABLE:

Interlake

Allen

Mann

Minor-Leschi

LR

Georgetown

Concord

Decatur

Maple-licaf

Surmmit

HOW MUCH THEY

FOLLOW RECENT CLOSURE NEWS1

Number and {row percentage):

Tinterview question 68,

A42

VERY SOMEWHAT | A LITTLE NOT
CLOSELY CLOSELY BIT AT ALL
50 (21.3) 95 (40.4) 66 (28.1) 24 (10.2)
10 (10.3) 38 (39:2) 37 (38.1) 12 (12,4)
50 24.4) 59 (28. 8) 62 (30, 2) 34 (16.6)
15 (16.3) 34 (37.0) 32 (34.8) 11 (12.0)
14 (16.1) 31 (35.6) 22 (25.3) 20 (23.0)
9(9.7 30 (32.3) 32 (34.4) 22 (23.7)
28 (30.1) 34 (36.6) | 24 (25.8) 7(7.5)
23 (24.0) 41 (42.7) 30 (31.3) 2 (2.1
12 (12.8) 27 (28.7) 31 (33.0) 24 (25.5)
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Mathematica Policy Research
Seattle, Washington

—

1D Number =

o=

Address:

CIntervieweXr:io. .. ... T T 5 T S

Time Began : AM,...1 COMP. TIME |
PM....2 . MIN, o

64
Al




Hello, my name is , from Mathuematica Policy

Rescarch. We are conducting a survey for the City of Seattle and the
Seattle Public Schools to find out people's opinions about the neighborhoods
they live in and akout schools and cduc.ation. Your address was randomly
sclected to represent people like you in Scattle. It's important that we

¢« 1 your opinions, whether or not you have children. All information will
be held confidential and will only be used to produce statistical reports.
The intervicw takes about 20 minutes. We would appreciate your help in

this study.

pomes
co
@ -



1.

-—e

When did you first move into this house (apartment)?

Why did you move out of your last residence?

CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY:

WORK:

DISTANCE FROM WORK ..o v eeonasarns

OTHER WORK-RELATED. .. ceevveveeerene

HOUSING:

STRUCTURE (LACKED DESIRED

FEATURES) . i tveeeereeeoorieassoroesosos

FINANCIAL (COULDN'T AFFORD RENT)...

DISSATISFIED WITH QUALATY cvceeesens

DISSATISFIED WITH DISTANCE .. veeeenn

NEIGHBORHOQL:

CRIME . i eiensvioessorsnss-nseeasecnocs

ACCESS TO SHOPPING. . tvi et ceseesses

NEIGHBORHOOD CHANGING vvveveascans oo i

PERSONAL: e ivveessesesesssnsssscscscssscs

OTHER:

ACCESS TO PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION, ....

o
o
(i

20
21

2

23



3.

Why did you choosc this neighborhood?

CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY:

WORK-RELATED:

HOUSING:
STRUCTURE (FOUND RIGHT PLACE).......
FINANCIAL (FOUND RIGHT PLACE)e. e ..o
SCHOOLS:

BETTER e ieieeeecsssessssososnsssscsss

ACCESS TO SHOPS, PUBLI ~ FACILITIES...
BETTER TRANSPORTATION. eeeeecencoess

VIEW--OTHER GEOGRAPHICAL
FEATURES, .ttt eeieecocscessscsosssaseasnses

SIMILAR NEIGHBORS., i it eeteeessnans co e
NEIGHBORLINESS/COMMUNITY SPIRIT.....
PERSONAL. . ttiseerteceesosesssssessecossosas

OTHER:

o

1

24

25

26

27

28

29

30
31

32

33
34
35

36

37



. Weo'lre interested in the kinds of changes in neighborhoods that might
cause people to move,  Would your houschold want to move if-

(v RS TO LTEM “Cr OR "E' ONLY, ASK: Do you think you would

actuatly e e if:
(Q.4) Q. 5)
IF YES 1TO ‘¢! OR '"E':
‘ WANT TO NMOVE? WOU LD NMOVE?
| DON'T
YES | NO IKNOW
A. the amount of indus- 1 2 D

try nearby increased? 38

-~

v, more places in the

—
€%
C

ncighborhood were
rented out, rather
than occupicd by

their owners” «o.e e [39

- . YESe.oees 1
C. any of the schools in 1 > D a4

the nlui.ghborhoods NO. . uiu 2
closcd? L Leeeeeneees 40

D. the kind of people
living in the neighbor-
hood changed? ... ... |4

E. the quality of the

45
schools in the neigh- ! 2 D NO 5 >
borhood decreased? 42 N eeveens

“Fu- property values woent |- 1 L2 D

JOWN? v eeoesseoaeoes |43

oo

8'7




a good place to live,

DR e

Do you think (ITEM) is not too important, some-

what important or very important to you?

[FF MORE THAN 3 "VERY IMPORTANT'", ASK, Which of those that
were ''very important' are the 3 most important to you?

card to remind you of the choices,

HAND CARD,

Here's a

IFF MORE THAN ONE "MOST IMPORTANT, " ASK, Which of those
3 is the single most important to you?

a,

Lo

(Q.8)

Convenience to
~hoppingeeeses..

A low crime rate
inthe area.s..ee..

f

Neighbors who
help cach other
Ouf, cveevevenenn

The quality of
schools in the
ATECAve eeesoacas

Convenience to
WOTKeeeooeaooas

Neighbors who are
similar to you and
your family......

Schools that are
within walking
Adistance. . eeeee e,
Convenience to
public transpor-
tation, ceeeeeeene

Convenience to
parks and recre-
AtioN ArcasSe,s ee e,

(£.6) Q.7)

NOT SOME 3 SING LT
TOO IN- | WHA T M- | VERY IM- [| MOST IN-J| MOST 10 -
EORTAN 1] POR PANT [ TORTANT || FORTANT] PORTANT

1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 + 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
6
183
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47

48

49

50

51

52

53

54



9.,  All in all, how satisficd arc you with this neighborhood as a place to
live?  Would you say:

Viery satisficd, oo ioiii e
SOMICWhAL S STIed, oo s v vee tvereneosenasanese o
5%
3

somewhat digssatisficd, Ore . v ie v v vt eenons

very dissatisficd? Joiieiieiiiiiiiiiiiiieae e

SEE LARKL ON COVER FOR "NUMBER OF YEARS!" FOR Q.10-37. IF
RESPONDENT THAS LIVED HERE LESS THAN (NUMBER) YEARS, ASK
0Q.10=-37 'since you moved here’, IF RESPONDENT HAS LIVED HERE
CNUNMBER) YFARS OR MORE, ASK Q 10-37 "over the last (NUNMBER)

vears or 5o,

19, Oweradl. s happened to this neighborhood as a plave to live
rover e NUNMBER) years)isine: vou moved here)?  Has it:

fraproved, s vven i e

staved the @ame, oroveeoe..

gotten worse? ..... .- ceee

DONT KNOW. .. vvive i vennnen

11, s this the kind of neighborhood where neighbors help cach other out?
YES......... 1

13

57

DON'T KNOW., ..o veioioesesnnnnn

-~




12, Do neighbors help cach other out more, the same, or less than they
did (NUMBER) of years ago (when you first moved here)?

MORE & ititiittiinentneeerseneseenncannnnanns I
SAME . ittt it it i ittt et et 2
581
LESS, 4 e ecete it ctetcet et ets ot rnnsen 3
DON'T KNOW. .ttt tttittraoneenesonneenensanss D
13. .For the next part of the interview, when I talk about "'this area', I
o mean (SHOW MAP, POINT OUT MAIN STREETS AND LANDMARKS.
- LOCATE RESPONDENT'S HOME ON MAP, When you answer the
next few questions, please answer only about the area I just showed
you. If you think you can't answer for the whole area, it's okay if
you answer about just the part you know about. Just don't tell me
about anything outside the area on the map. |
Do most, some, or a few, people in this area keep up their property?
L0 1
SOME. . i iennnnss Pesese s st eeesecenonnn 2
59
FEW......oo0eu . cetsesraeas Ceteceeetnnn 3
DON'T KNOW...... St te it ecee e s e e nnns D
14, How often do crimes like burglary and vandalism happen in this area
--would you say:
T Lo 1
SOME, OTeereresoenscnns Gt tereeeec et ecasanns 2
. 60
a2 Jittle? sivinnet it ittt tir it titttnnennn .o 3
DON'T KNOW ..t et totueonoeeeseneeeaneenenns D

-y
O
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15. How many vacant houses (or apartments) do you know of in this area

--would you say:
1

T e T R

SOME 4 e oetoocsoeosssosscssssososrocssearoas e &

3 &

T A fEW, OFiueseceeserososessssssseseasssnsascss

4

none.......................-..;.......-......

DON'T KNOW. it iieetasasatotsennnsasssssesslD

16,  Would you say property values in this area are:

BOING 1P, teetesinestosassssosssscotssossoassns 1
staying the same, 0r.....*GO TO Q.18%....... 2
' o 62
going down? ..veeesesee. %GO TO QU18%.00uue. . 3

DON'T KNOW. . vvveee .. . *GO TO Q. 18%, ... ... D

17. Would. ydu say the property values here are:

going up faster than those in the city as a whole, .. 1

going up at the same rate, OTiceeveeaeeceeesaessl
63

going up at a slower rate? c.ueeeeoseciocnccnans 3

DON'T KNOW. . v eeedireaoasososossosessssasses D

18. How many of your friends and social activities are in this area?
Would you say: '
1

""" B ' ) ) R I T R

2
64

3

MOSE, s eeeeeeceessossaneaosocscscsssssnssosvns

2 feW, OT.vevvscsonaosossoscsessasccsvssvsccsccas

4

NOTIE? v o o oo osescoovoecssssscssncssssacsssoscsces
9




19. Are there any placeés in the area on the map where you hdve meetings
or just get together with your neighbors?

40 2 T 1
NOiiiieeeeeeeenonnnneas GO TO Q.21%, ...... 2 65
DON'T KNOW........... GO TO Q. 21+ D

20. What is it? (Which one is most important to your household? )
®PROBE FOR TYPE OF SCHOOL, IF MENTIONED,
CIRCLE ONE: ‘

CHURCH...._. ........ e setaececesssssesnesse e 1
PUBLIC ELEMENTARY SCHOOL.......... . 2
OTHER SCHOOL . ittt eeesrenseacnneceonnsnasns 3
SHOPPING AREA/LAUNDROMA T. .0 vereennen. . 4 66
BAR/RESTAURANT ..ttt teeroneceeeesnennnss 5
PARK/RECREATION CENTER/CLUB..vvsvas .. 6
OTHER: ' ) \ 7

4

2l. Are there any community groups or organizations in this neighborhood
that are concerned with neighborhood issues?

YES (iieeeeeeeecsocescasense . e0 o cescese e 1
NO:..eeeeoseeoaoeoo cereenen ctesaceeecenne ceeeon 2. 67
DON'T KNOW..veeveens . ceeccenses s e ee. D

22, CIRCLE ONE (SEE Q.1)

RESPONDENT HAS LIVED HERE
LESS THAN 2 YEARS........... eee:.®¥GO TO Q. 30%,....... 1

RESPONDENT HAS LIVED HERE 2 YEARS OR MORE........ 2

10



SEE LABEL ON COVER FOR "NUMBER OF YEARS" FOR Q. 23-28,

23, Now I'd like to ask how this neighborhood might have changed (over
the last- (NUMBER) of years or so)(since you moved in).

Do people in this neighborhood now keep up their property more, the
same, or less than the peoplc, who lived here (NUMBER) years ago
(when you moved here)? '

MORE. et iieteeeeeseceoscsossessosesoosasssas 1
SAME....ceiveeeeesn e csesetsecactescscane e 2

68
LESS..ceveeeenns sesecanns s secees s sa s . 3
DON'T KNOW. . iveteeoeeoeeoesoeonsascnns . D

24, ls the crime rate in this neighborhood higher, about the same, or
lowc x than it was (NUMBER) years ago (when you moved here)?

FIIGHER . e v v v eeennvneeeeeennnenness e ea. 1
SAME. s e eennnennens e, .. .2
69
LOWER:..... ettt et 3
DON'T KNOW. vt v veeeeennnannnnns e D

'.w\,'.

25, TAre thcmc more, the same, or less vacant houses (and apartments)
than there were (NUMBER) or so years ago (when you moved here)?

MORE toviiiii i e 1
SAME. 4 ettt et e e e e 2
70
LSS a s e eeeeees iae e teneaneaneeaeaae s 3
DON'T KNOW.euevuenennn. et D



26. Is there anythmg (else) about this nelghbolhood that you thm}\ has
changed (over the-last (NUMBER) yeaTrs or so)(since you moved
here)--things like the kind of people who live here, the way the land
is used, and so on?

YES: ' INCREASED | DECREASED
. L -

AGE OF RESIDENTS. v v onnnnnnnns 7 : 2

: 1 2
NUMBER OF MINORITIES. .0 vuuve.... 79
SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS OF ) 5
RESIDENTS: s et veneeenennnnnennnnns 73
NUMBER OF CHILDREN IN NEIGH- ! 5
BORHOOD ., ittt eteteseeeesoooneoens 74
NUMBER OF OWNER -OCCU PIED ' ) 5
HOMES . s v vennnnennns et 75
AMOUNT OF COMMERCIAL/INDUS- ! 5
TRIAL USE OF LAND ............... 76
NUMBER OF MULTI-FAMILY - 5
RESIDENCES. s et evneeorennnnennnns 77
ACTIVITY OF COMMUNITY GROUPS |78 B

' 1 2

COMMUNITY SPIRIT OF RESIDENTS ' |79
, 1 2
OTHER: .

80

c‘""z_ll-lJ L] 2
1~-5 6

13 @ T 1 7

27. CIRCLE ONE:

RESPONDENT MENTIONED AT LEAST ONE CHANGE IN

Q 23"26 ooooooooooooo . .. . s s ® o0 0 00 00 0 0 000 00 0 00 01
RESPONDENT MENTIONED NO CHANGES. . tvt vt vreeennnenn
................................... GO TO Q.29%,.,..... 2

12




28,

29.

30.

31,

" What do you think caused (those changes)(that to change)?

CLOSURE OF SCHOOLS........ e

OTHER (SPECIFY): 8

Here is a list of things that might be important in giving elementary
school age children a good education. Do you think (ITEM) is not
too important, somewhat important, or very inmiportant in giving
elementary school children a good education? '

IF. MORE THAN THREE "VERY IMPORTANT', ASK: Which of those do
you think are the three most-important? Here's a card to remind you
of the choices. : ‘

IF MORE THAN ONE "MOST IMPORTANT'", ASK: Which of those
is the most important to you? - ' -

(Q. 29)

(Q.30) (Q.31)
NOUT SUME. 3 SINCGTL
TOO In- [ WHAT IN- [ VERY IM- || MOST 1M~ [{MOS'T" IM-
PORTANT | FCETANT [ PORTANT || PORTANT JIFPORTANT
a, Teaching the 1 2 3 4 5 9
basic skills,.... .
b. Strict discipline...| ! 2 3 4 ™ 5 |0
¢c. Attending a school ,
within walking dis- 1 2 3 4 5 In
tance from home..
d. Individualized 1 ) 3 4 5 1
instruction.......
e. A friendly atmos‘!- 1 2 3 4 5 13
- phere in the school
f. Good teachers.... L 3 3 4 5 14

ot
©
3



32. Allinall, how good a job are the public elementary schools in thxs
neighborhood doing today--would you say:

excenent’- [ BN I ] -‘- ® 8 8 8 8 8 88 8 0SS SSESS S E S A e s 1
goodt 8 8 88 88 88 0 8 S B 800 e B a0 e 8 8 8 & 8 g 8 8 & 8 800 g o 2
fair, or...

0-0-.--0000-00-----0-.0--0.-.-0-0‘.03ls

poor?oo-oQoo-o-o'ooOQoooooo-o-oo-o---ooo---o--4

DON'TKNOW..--.--..-o-.--o.o.----.--ooo--o D

33, Oﬁ the whole, are they doing better, the same, or worse than they
were doing (NUMBER) years ago or so?

BETTER-- ® 8 0 88 60 0 0 08 P e 88t B S 5SS 8 s B8 8 Se S0 e 1
S ‘SAME-.‘. e 8 8 8 08 00 O.- ® 8 8 8 g 0 g 00 0 08 08 600 8 se P b .2-’
16

WORSEQ-OOQ--oo‘o--o-.-o--o-o-Oooo--‘oo-oonoo- 3

DON'T KNOW--.o.-o-o.-ui-Oo-ooococbo........ D

34, CIRCLE ONE:

RESPONDENT ANSWERED "DON'T KNOW" TO BOTH Q.32 AND
Q 33-.-.o-.--o-oo-o--o-o-..-o-oo:ooo‘GO TOQ 38'-::--.--1

RESPONDENT GAVE AN ANSWER OTHER THAN "DON'T
KNOW“TOQ 3ZORQ 33-00-00-0-0-000-0-00000-00---000-- 2

196

14



35,

36.

37.

Now, thinking about the education the children in this neighborhood
receive in the public elementary schools, would you say (ITEM) is
excellent, good, fair, or poor? CIRCLE ONE FOR EACH ITEM
na'-te” ON GRID. IF RESPONDENT ANSWERS DON'T KNOW TO
2 OR MORE ITEMS, OR INDICATES (S)HE DOESN'T KNOW ABOUT
SCHOOLS, CIRCLE "D'"'FOR REMAINING ITEMS, AND GO TO

Q. 38.

CIRCLE ONE (SEE Q. 1):

FAMILY HAS LIVED HERE TWO OR MORE YEARS........... 1

FAMILY HAS LIVED HERE LESS THAN ]
TWO YEARS. . cvvvurnnnn eeeeeseaas %GO TO Q. 38%. . 0ennns 2

Now I'd like you to compare those things to the education the children
in this neighborhood were receiving (NUMBER) years ago or so) (when
you first moved rere). Is (ITEM) better, the same, or worse than it

was then? :
(.32) (Q. 37)

EXCE].- DON'T Do~ T

LENLT |GOOD IFAIR| POOR| KNOW HBETTER} SAMIE | WORSE | KNOW

a. the sub- 1 2 3 4 D 1 2 3 D
jects they : :

are taught |17 2

b. the way

they are 1 2 3| 4 D 1 2 3 D
disci-
plined. .. |18 ' 23

c. the dis-

tance they 1 5 ‘ 3 4 D 1 5 e b
travel to '

. school, .., —}19 - - = e IR I, 24 -

d. after-
school 1 2 3 4 5 _
programs SR

‘that are
_offered. . {20 25

|
48]
w
o

e.  the quali-

ty of the 1 2 3] 4 D 1 2 3 D
teachers |21 ' '




38. In the last year has any one in your household attended any meetings
or other activities that were held in a public elementary school
- building ?

YES ooooo ® o 60 00 00 o ;oolttldooooooooo.o.;oooooo“no1
NO....... e eeeeaeeaa. *GO TO Q. 41%, . vvses. 2 27
DON!'T KNOW +.uvnn.. .. %GO TOQ.41%,.......D

39, What kinds of activities were these? FOR EACH ASK:

40. Who attended that meeting (activity)--was it adults, junior or senior
~high scliool-aged children, or younger children?

CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY:  (Q. 43 (Q. 44)
’ ) 1IGH YOUNQCER
TY PEIADULTS | SCHOOLL | CIHILDREN
. 1 1 2 3
PTSA....... 28 29 30
SCHOOL-RELATED SOCIAL OR » ) ) 3
FUND-RAISING ACTIVITIES...... - 3 3zl 3
CITIZEN'S ADVISORY COUNCILS, 37Ny » 3
COMMUNITY GROUPS,....,...... 3 3s| 36
SCOUTS, CAMPFIRE GIRLS, 4' 1 2 3
YOUTH GROUPS. . eivvenennnnnans 37 38 39
- | 5 1 2 3
ADULT ED, /NIGHT SCHOOL...... 40 a1 42
PARK DEPT., RECREATIONAL 6 ) "o ' 3
ACTIVITIES. ot ivennnnnencenanss 43 44 as
PRE-SCHOOL; DAY CARE........ 46 47 48
8 1 2 3
RELIGIOUS, POLITICAL ORGS.... 49) sl 51
OTHER EDUCATIONAL: 9 ) » 3
52 5 58
OTHER MEETINGS:
' 10 12 3




41. Are there any (other) actwttlub or meetings that you think ought to
take place in the public clo.mt,ntaxy schools?

42. What are they?

CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY:

Pl S Attt eet teeeesesseennanesnnseesnaasonsons 1

SCHOOL RELATED SOCIAL OR FUND-
RAISING ACTIVITIES. .t teveteesesvosocnsanses 1

CITIZEN'S ADVISORY COUNCILS, COMMUNITY
GROUPS....evvuennnns . e ]

SCouTs, CAMPFIRE GIRLS, YOUTH GROUPS,. )

ADULT ED. /NIGHT SCHOOL ... vt veerneeeeenns 1
PARK DEPT., RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES. ... 1
PRE-SCHOOL, DAY CARE...cvvveeeeeeeennnnns 1
RELIGIOUS, POLITICAL ORGANIZATIONS,..... 1

OTHER EDUCATIONAL:_

1
OTHER MEETINGS:

1

o GO TO Q, 44 #=
43, Should public schools be used fo‘rk“o‘tvl"lely‘ activities besides educ.ating
children?

YES . it eeeeeereesennnanns . ceseerees cesens 1
NO._ ......................................... 2
DON'T KNOW...civeeenoees sesscaac coesesesens D

199 ¥

59

60

51

62

63

65

66

67

68



44. CIRCLE ONE (SEE LABEL);

RESPONDENT IS IN CLOSURE SAMPLE. vvvevennnnn..

RESPONDENT IS IN CONTROL OR THREATENED

CLOSURESAMPLE....‘............ ;:<GOTO‘Q.48=::........

45, SEE LABEL ON COVER FOR "YEAR' FOR Q.46-47. CIRCLE ONE

(SEE Q. 1)

RESPONDENT LIVED HERE IN (YEAR)u s e et vnennsnnennnn.

RESPONDENT DID NOT LIVE
HERE IN (YEAR)..... teesecsscaseese. GO TO Q. 48%,......

46,  You may remember that (NEIGHBORHOOD)-school closed in (YEAR).
I'd like to ask you a few questions about some effects that might have
had on the area on the map, (Here it is to remind you.) Did closing

the school cause:

DON'T

YES NO |KNOW
people to move out of the neighborhood? o , D
property values to go down? ....uive .. ! 2 b
crime in the neighborhood to increase? ! 2 D
peopie who lived here to shiow less 1 5 - D
concern for the neighborhood?.,......
people in the éomrnunity to find a new 1 5 D
place to hold meetings?........ e s
the amount of business or industry in 1 5 D
the area to increase? ....0uvuuuo.. oo )
the type of people moving in to change? ! 2 D

70

n

72

73

74

75

76

AW,
iyt
<



47,

48,.

Was the cducation the children from this neighborhood reccived after
(SCHOOL) closed better, about the same, or worse than it was before
the school closed?

BETTER.-..nncntn.tcnnnc.itntncnncc -n‘-int'cn 1
SANIE..otttt.ctctcctcnttttntttttvn‘tttncttc LRC I 2
1 ‘ ‘ 77

\VORSE.....C....'.l.......“..C.......C‘....‘. 3

DON'TKNOWntottct;ontclcootnttoooon.ttnott D

Card 3 - 3
1.2 3 4 5 ¢

S GO TO Q. 5 Qs

You may have heard that in the past 10 years, the Seattle Public
Schools have closed elementary schools in some neighborhoods. I'd

" like to ask you a few questions about some effects closing the school

might have on the neighborhood around the ‘school.

Would closing a neighborhood elementary school cause:

DON'T
YES | NO | KNOW
‘ ‘ : _ 1 12 D 7
pcople to move out of the neighborhood? ...
o _ 1 2 D 8
property \'a].ucs to go down?n s ee s s s e
: : ‘ 1 2 D 9
crime in the neighborhood to increase?....
people who live there to show less concern | ] 2 D 0
for the neighborhood? sveesseseseneasassse
the amount of business or industry to - 1| 2 ‘D In
increase?......‘.‘....‘.. ...‘.......‘...
the type of pcople moving into the R E 2 D 12
neighborhood to change? couseessssaoasanes
, o | 1 |2 D s
the quality of education to drop?....ccecvn.

<01

19



.1_9

YES. ............. LN ] . o 0o 0 0 0 0 o o ® 0 o 0 "o Ll LI . 1
ALREADY IN PRIVATE SCHOOL. ..... ceeeraie. 2
NO CHILDREN IN HOUSEHOLD..v.vesseaseoses 3
NO....cevvnne B Y 4
DON'T KNOW......... P S D
50. . Is the presence of an elementary. school in this neighborhood 2 good
thing or a bad thing for you? '
GOOD..iveereeneennnns teeresssenesacens P |
BADo ooooooooo o o000 ® e 9 %9 00 0 0 o o . e ® o0 oo 2
’ NEITHER/DON'T CARE..... e ceeeees 3
Now I'd like to ask a few questions about you and your household.
Other than you, how many adults are currently living in .
your household? 3
. 16 17
NONE......voveeeen cee. ¥GO TO Q.53%,...... 00
What are the ages of the other adults?
: l.....
14 19
—
2. e o
20 7
3. LN .
L72 21
4..0...
. 24 25
202 Sevw.. [:
- %27

If .(NEIGHBORH‘OOD) school closed, do you think any children in
your household might go to a private or parochial school?




53. How old are you?

28 29
54. A~ré f:’he’r'e any cHildﬂrenb in your household?
YES. vvoieeeennn. et e s,
NO:ueeoeossoseooaaooans *GO TO Q.62%,....

55. What are their ages?

1. . L .

T a3
2i0ens .

37 34
3. ° L. i

as 3%
4. .. L N ] S L—- 1

37 38
50000

39 40
6.' .

LYY
7.' LA )

a3 44
8...

a5 46
9...

a7 48

10.....
49 50
56, ARE THERE ANY CHILDREN AGES 5-12?
YES ..... ® 4 o0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 . » - ® 9 e 0 060 0o 0 0 % 0 0 00 0o .
NOitesons . cessses s .. %GO TO Q.62%, c0ves. 2




57. = (Is this child)(Are some or all of the children aged 5-12) enrolled
~ in a public elementary school?

ALL ARE......... et e e e 1
SOME ARE 4 @ 0o 0 00 0 @ s 0 0 [ ] [ ] e o 0o 0 0 o [ ] - e [ ] - e 2

‘ 51
NOiteeeeeoiooeoeronas .o %GO TO Q.60%,, .00, 3
DON'T KNOW..oveewe . *GO TO Q,60%,.,.... D

‘58, {Does he or she)(Do some or all of the children enrolled in public
. ¢lementary school) attend school in this neighborhood?

ALL DO ..... - - @ @ 0 00 00 ® 000 00 0 0 00 00 e e LN 1
SOMEDO. ...cciivvevnnn. ctes i esiresseansns 2
;52
] NOuu t e e e iiaeaanns e e 3
DON'T KNOW..... e e, ceeen...D
59. CIRCLE ONE:
THERE ARE CHILDREN AGED 5-12 WHO ARE NOT IN _
PUBLIC ELEMENTARY SCHOOL........... Cceecsacsensaceses 1
THERE ARE NO CHILDREN AGED 5-12 WHO ARE NOT oo v vom
IN PUBLIC ELEMENTARY SCHOOL... *¥GO TO Q.62%...v00.. 2
' 60. -Is this child (Are any of these children aged 5-12) enrolled in a
private or parochial school?
YES. ® 8 0% & 0 0% 0 0 0 00 09 ® 8o a e - e 6 ® o 069 0 0 g 0 ¢ - - 1
NO.ttvvereinieneeesnnn #GO TO Q. 62%....vu.. 2 53
DON'T KNOW.....uuuen. SGO TO Q. 62%. . ..... D

| S 22




61,  Why is he (she)(are they) enrolled in privai:e s chool?

CIRCLE ONLY ONE:

WANTED RELIGIOUS EDUCATION..c.vevesennn 1
BETTER ACADEMIC EDUCATION..... PP 2
BETTER DISCIPLINE. . .‘ ..................... 3 54
SCHOOL IS GLOSER....... e rer e 4
OTHER: - ] 5

62. 'CIRCLE ONE (SEE LABEL):

RESPONDENT IS IN CLOSURE SAMPLE. cceetiteeitnncensass 1

63. Were there any children under 5 in your houechold in (YEAR).?

YES. . ittt tiioeceeasesesaasosasesesnaseassassss 1
: ‘ 55
NO ............ 202000 s ® ee @ s 0 e e g 000 ea® ®B oot e 2
64. Were there any children of eiementary school age in your household
in (YEAR)? ' ’
YES . t ittt ieeececacseacensacceascacsscoscsns o1
: 56
O *GO TO Q.66%..40va.. 2
65 Were ény of them enrolled in public school in (YEAR)?
YES. ittt eteeeodesecoananne ettt censaan P |
NO..tieeeoeoeooesoieseosasesussanssssssnnssas 2 57
DON'T KNOW.,...... cetesanenes S T D
23




66, Does your household (do you) own this house (apartment), are you
. . buying it, or do you rent it? ‘

OWN/BUYING...0vuennn.s i 1
 RENT/LEASE.......... B
DON’TKNOW.. ......... .......‘ ...... e e & 8 0 8 0 0 D

67. What was your household's total annual income before taxes last
vear? You don't have to tell me the exact amount--just the letter
of the group on this card that comes closest to it.

A.  $0 TO'$4,999...... e, A |
B. - $5,000 O $9,999 e cuemnenninnn.. ——
............... C. $10,000 TO$11,999........§.........‘... 3
D, $12,000 TO $14, 999« senveinrnerannnnnn.
E. $15,000 TO$19,999..... ceeceeciaas -

59
F. $20,000 TO $24,999. .cueveccrencnceceanes b

G. $25,000 TO $49, 0000 . 00 eeseeseecaenn oo T
H. $50,000 OR MORE., svevvveeoeecenoncasees8
DON'T KNOW . e s vrsvevenennsensesssssnnaneas D

REFUSED. vuevveennneseeasenesnnasssnansensesR

68. How much have you been following the news lately about the closure of
'~ some of the public elementary schools? Would you say you've followed

it:
very closely, cceceeeetieicencesaceccsacsnnnssail
somewhat closely,....‘...»...........,.......... 2

a little bit, OF.. ceecesesoceasoceseosasosccscee 3 60

ROE AL 2lLes o e enevonnesnncenneons feereeeneereaad

DON'T KNOW.o..o.o:o.ooo.oo.ooooo‘o.oo‘oooo ooo..oD
: 24 :

206




69. - My next few questions are only for _res'éarch purposes, You may

feel free not to answer them if you don't-want to,

Did you happen to vote in the school levy election on March 16?

Y ES . eeeeuoesossensasasosossssosssnssnssssos 1
NO..veeeesoeosaoassoses #*GO TO Q. 71%. . .vuue .2 6l
REFUSED..ccevseeconse #*GO TO Q. 71%*..... «.. R
70. How did you vlote?.l-,:r_-.--»
- TS+t el e e 1
NO...... O R T . . 2 82
REFUSED...ceeeeenasens P oo R

- 71. That ends our interview. Thank you very much for your time. . Would
you mind giving me your name and phone number in case my supervisor
wants to check on my work?

CAGREED.. ecveeeececas Ceeeeee e eeenenaseenaes 1

: ‘ ‘ 63
=~ REFUSED BOTH...... ... %GO TOQ.74%,....... R
72. NAME:

REFUSED. v vveveeeacssassccasesssosssasannas R
73. PHONE: ‘ _

REFUSED...........................l........R

207

25



74, WHAT IS RESﬁONDENT'S SEX? (’DO NOT ASK) .

FEMALE;........ F el 1

75. WHAT IS RESPONDENT'S RACE? (DO NOT ASK)

AMERICAN INDIAN

........................... 1
ASIAN. L et tee s ieeeee e et 2
BLACK. et ttterenereeserneaensenaesenenn, .. 3
CHIC.ANO/S?ANISH DESCENT............ ceeee 4 ogs
WHITE. o+ eesennnnnnns e e, 5
OTHER 6
DON'T KNOW. .. vuenrernrnnnsnsnns e . D
' 76. RESPONDENT LIVES IN:
HOUSE. « e vt e evannnenns e 1
2- OR 3-UNIT DWELLING.......... e eeenean 2 66
APARTMENT ....... s e 3
77. "VISIBLE NEIGHBORHOOD' IS:
RESIDENTIAL .« vu v e nnnerennnnnes e 1
, L 67
MIXED RESIDENTIAL & COMMERCIAL. ........ 2
#% END OF INTERVIEW ’ - L
I AM......1 POST CODE: |
TIME ENDED | PM...... 2 DISTANCE FROM SCHOO

S
ot

26 208

68 -



Address:

Intervicwer:

Time Began

THE NEIGHBORHOOD SURVEY

Mathematica Policy Research
Seattle, Washington

PM....2

209

ID NO 22 47 /
TYPE CLOS/BUS.
ATTEND DIST INTERLAKE
NO. YRS AGO 5
CLOSURE YEAR 1971
1D Number - _1_
6
1 2 3 4 5
I.D.:
AM....1 COMP. TIME

MIN.



Hello, my name is ‘ ', from Mathematica

Policy Reééarch. We ?.re_,_conducting a survey for the City ‘of Séattle
and the Seattle Public Sc};ools to find out people's opinions about their
neighborhoods and about schools and education. Your address was
ranc%pmly selected to represent the opinions of people i;'x businesses
like yours in Seattle. A}l_ information will be held confidential and will
only be used to produce statistical reports. The interview takes about

10-15 minutes., We would appreciate your help in this study.

210




1.

2.

3.

4,

When did your busine,ssopen‘ at this location?

19

10 1
Wh}} did you choose this neighborhood?
FOUND THE RIGHT PLACE/RIGHT PRICE...... 1.
'NO COMPETITION NEARBY . eeeeesvs e teseseans 2
NEIGHBORHOOD NEEDED THIS TYPE
OF BUSINESS. . ceeeecosssosscccsscse Ceeeses e s s 3
12
CLOSE TO SCHOOL v eeeieessnseaseseses e 4
ACCESS TO TRANSPORTATION....... weeses s 5

ACCESS TO RAW MATERIALS/SUPPLIES....... 6

‘OTHER: ‘ - 7

Where do most of your customers come from? Would you say:

All in all,
husiness”?

from this néighborhood, cese o ..... e eaee e L1
from other areas of Seattle,; OT Ve eeooasasonens 2

v 13
from outside Seattle....... ceseces e e = cees 3
DON"T KNOW..eeeseoaaooosesssssssssans . D

how satisfied are you with this neighborhood as a place to do

Would you say:
very satisfied,....... 0o Cecesecesee s . . 1
somewhat satisfied, ...oov0een ceceseeasaie . 2
- 14
somewhat dissatisfied, or...eceeecececenn. . 3
very dissatisfied?...... . . cesscscaan e 4



SEE LABEL ON COVER FOR "NUMBER OF YEARS'" FOR Q. 5-23. IF
RESPONDENT HAS BEEN HERE LESS THAN (NUMBER) YEARS, ASK
Q.5-23 "since you' ve been here''. IF RESPONDENT HAS BEEN HERE

(NUMBER) YEARS OR MORE, ASK Q. 5-23 "over the last (NUMBER)
years or so. :

5. Overall, what has happened to this nelghborhood as a pla.ce to do.
~ business (over the last (NUMBER) years or so)(smg:e you've been
here)? Has it: \

ImMpProved, s vuieieeeeseeseeesnsssescccoasccnans 1
stayed the same, or......c0... e ecteccneseneoane 2
Is
gotten WOTSE? 1 aues vnsennerananennsneensenns .. 3
DON'T KNOW..tvivnneosanonas teecrenesans «os D
For the next part of the interview, when I talk about ''this area,' I mean

(SHOW MAP, POINT OUT MAIN STREETS AND LANDMARKS., LOCATE
RESPONDENT'S BUSINESS ON MAP.) When you answer the next few
questions, please answer only about the area I just showed you. If you
think you can't answer for the whole area, it's okay if you answer about
just the part you know about, Just don't tell me about anything outside the
area on the map.

6. Do most,.some, or only a few people in this area keep up their property?

MOS T . i iteesunestvesssscensossssonsssasssoensss 1
SOME........ tetesesecesenensesaecsssnsannens 2
16 .
N creeenn 3
DON'T KNOW....... cecerecennssas vesesscenens D
.g 2y
~ A. ~



7. How much crime is there around here--would you say:

A 1Ot, se seeeecocsosecsscassosecscessscacosascs 1
SOITIE , 4 o e oo oo oo vessessssoscsssscoccsoassosecsse 2
B 1IEELE, OF v eenerennesennnennnneeesenenenns 3 17
NOMNE? v eseeesesssesesssossssseasassssscasessss 4
DON'T KNOW.. .o eaue ceceseesse s rssevses e oens D

8. Would you say that property values in this area are:

going up faster than those in the city as a whole,, 1

18

. going ;fup at the same rate,..civeeeeceecns Ceeaes 2
going"‘:up at a slower rate,...ciieeiiiitiaiiis 3
not changing, or.....e... R EKEE RN . 4
going d(l)wn?..‘...._ ......... Ceeeevereteersteaas 5.
DON'T KNOW ........... BT D

9. CIRCLE ONE (SEE Q.1):

BUSINESS HAS BEEN HERE LESS :
THAN 2 YEARS. it teeecnonsscens *GO TO Q. 16%, cvew. 1

10. Now I'd like to ask how this area might have changed(over the last-
(NUMBER) of years or so) (since you've been here). Do people in this
area keep up their property more, the same or less than the people who
lived here (NUMBER) years.ago (when you were {irst here)?

MORE....eeeasn ceeessessssasssean e eseoacoans 1

SAME ., . i veecceccsoscsssssascsoosscssssssccsccecas 2

LESS .ttt et veessosssssecsasassassasacsesss 3

DON'T FINOW .. ittt s teteeenss vine wmuwninann . n
‘ . . . . d.b.




11, ‘Is the crime rate in this area higher, about the same, or lower than
it was (NUMBER) years ago (when you were first here)?

HIGHER.:..:.:.-..:dooo ooooooooo 3002003 100323 1
SAME oooooo EIE) 2 e 320 23230930090 233090 EEEIE 2
20
LOWER 2 2 & o 0 0 o Q Q ® o 0o 00 0 00 o o > o 0 0 ® 2 0 00 0o 3
DON'TKNOW.... ...... L J 2 288 = - - L] 2 - - D

12. Has your volume of business increased, stayed the sarne, or decreased
(over the last. (NUMBER) years or so)(since you've been here)?

INCREASED, cvvestsennes sececeseeans seeaeeees ]l
SAMEQ...D.Dlnoqnlaaaon‘ooll:ooo:oo:lnoooooaqo2
DECREASED...... teweeer3s0sasesseesecncsoens 3

DON'T KNOW . v, ueeseeseseseeseoessenonesanses D

R1id



i

13, s there anything (else)about this neighborhood that you feel has chahged
over the last (NUMBER) years or so (since you've been,here)‘_-‘- things
like the kind of people who live here, the way the land is used!, and §‘o on?

YIS: B - INCRFASED | DECREASKD
; _ . 1 -2 22
AGE OF RESIDIENTS. cvvoseeeeaseens
. ] 2 23
NUMBIER CF MINORITIES. vve v vs e . ‘
SOCIO-ICONOMIC STATUS OF ] > "
RIESIIDIEN TS, ereeeoceoessecsossoonsoes N
NUMDBER OF CHILDREN-IN NIEIGH- ) 5 25
BORIIOOD.. vv.. s esmeenennes ceesnn
NUMBER OF OWNIER-OCCUPIED ) : 5 2;
JIIOMES .. vttt venennnnns coeseesenea .
AMOUNT OF COMMIRCIAL/INDUS- ) ' ﬁz ‘ ”7
TRIAL USLE OF LAND...... viwea e ‘
NUMBER OF MULTI-TAMILY | 5 |
RESIDENCES. ¢ covevscoonsoooonmens .
1 2 29
ACTIVITY OF COMMUNITY GRKCUPS
1 2
COMMUNITY SPIRIT OF RESIDENTS ‘ ‘ | 30
1 2
OTHER: - ‘ :
= . 31
NO:vuu. e oeoooesceceoeccenecnenann A | . 32

14. CIRCLE ONE:

RESPONDENT MENTIONED AT LEAST ONE CHANGE
INQ.10-13,000vennnnn. e teitee ittt S |

RESPONDENT MENTIONED NO
CHANGES.....ciiviiitnnenenns, «ee. . ¥GO TO Q. 16%, . .... .. 2




 15.. Why do you feel (it) (those things) have changed?

CLOSURE OF SCHOOLS...... Seaesess P |
OTHER(SPECIFY):
33
2.
DON'T KNOW...oveveneen.. seeeene seeees . D

16. SEE LABEL ON COVER FOR "YEAR'" FOR Q. 17-25. CIRCLE ONE
(SEE Q. 1): ‘

BUSINESS WAS HERE IN (YEAR)........ .. 2eesseeeese P |

BUSINESS WAS NOT HERE IN (YEAR), .*GO TO Q. 26%*,.... ose 2

17. Has the areaf”become more commercial or industrialj., stayevd_ the same,
or become less commercial or industrial(over the last (NUMBER)
years or so) (since you've been here)?

MORE:..OQ....Q..‘ ...... O &0 0 ® 00 JD2 D06 00000 1
SAME:.;; oooooo @20 e e e ® o e 0000 e 0 o0 e ee e see 2

. 34
-LESSQ......O ..... o ® & 9 0 o o ‘;...‘.....O....;.... 3

DON'T KNOW ou.tuoesorennanasonnenansnsnness D

‘18- Have any businesses in the area failed in the last (NUMBER) years
" or so? ' i

YES..QIQ.....QOQ..'I.Ol.l.‘.'.l.'l.l.llll.l. 1
NO. ettt ot %GO TO Q. 22%. 0 v uu... 2 35

DON'T KNOW......vvv.. #¥GO TO Q. 22%........D




19, How many have failed?

36 37

20. What caused (that)(those) failure(s)?
SCHOOL CLOSUREs..uutcensnn. R |

OTHER (SPECIFY):

DON'T KNOW..eeeeeoeooen. erecasersns sessees D

21, Has the volume of business (in the'a'r ea) (of those businesses that are
still in the area) increased, stayed:.the same, or decreased over the

last (NUMBER) years or so? -

I-Cfa"\b‘-.;..aa..-aa.vu i’-« “lleee ee el ...1

Ji\‘_.aaoaa...a-ao-.\)-'.lv Wl e ee o 0l
39
veo 3
;J..\...'U_n.;;;!’.aa..a-aa.aaa.aa-a--...-a}' .
eeos D
B ,,v.'. Tivi e e s e e i s Ac .. eee e e

e Wt ] wndo= LT Te Ul iemo
-

wemlilvwe vmwli e 00 s 0 00 00 0

clidiesseseseneeseereseres HGO TO Qu26%,000n .. 2

e s P s g0 s s 00O o o0 0.

s 90 00 20 00 0 00 0N .

: L T
23, CIRCLE ONE(SEE LABEL)

RESPONDENT IS IN CLOSURE
sAfﬂpLE...................1

RESPONDENT IS IN CONTROL R 2
OR THREATENED -CLOSURE
SAMP_LE...:. LY ] QGO To Q260002




24,

25,

You may remember that {(NEIGHBORHOOD)
I'd like to as you few
had on this neighbo

rhooq

Did closing the 5C11001 ca'“Se:

pe?ple to move out of the
ﬂelghborh

property values to go down?.,..

cPIME iy the neighborhood to

iﬂcreas E')

eople Who lived here to show
1e58 cthe rn for the neighbor-

hood? .

p¢ ople iy the community to

fiﬂd 2 Ny, place-to hold
meetingg, .

0 chan

t Een

ood?-ouooooooo.....

4]

gpe tYyPe of people moving in

B DON'T
YES | NO [KNOW
1 2 D
1 2 D
1 2| D
1 2 D
1 2 D
1 2 D

Was being nea . (Nﬁlc‘HBQP\HooD) school good for your business?

YES. “\‘ . o v e o.o-o....o-oo-o.-oo...-‘o.-o].
NO-erev . e P
DONTKI\IOW'.. N B |

school closed in (YEAR),
Questions about some effects that might have °

42

43

44

45

46



26, You may have heard that Seattle Public Schools have closed the
clementary schools in some neighborhoods, I'd like to ask you a
few questions about some effects closing a school might have on
the neighborhood around the school.

Would closing & neighborhood elementary school cause:

|DON'T

YES | NO |KNOW
people to move out of the 1 2 D |48
neighborhood? ... vevievvnans
property values to go down? .. ! 2 D |+
crime in the neighborhood 1 2 D |so
£O INCTrease? cveeeeensssssone
people who live here to show
less concern for the neighbor- 1 2 D s
hood?.eceveensacs cresene oo
the type of people moving in 1 2 D |s2
to Change?-..-.. ooooooooooo .
the volume of business in 1 2 D 53
the neighborhood to drop?....
the area to become more 1 T2 D |54
industrial or comme rcial?...

27.  Is being near (NEIGHBORHOOD) school good for your business?

Y ES e e eeernnnaaereannannaaaen e 1
NOutueeerananaseaenenns $GO TO Q.29%.cnun .. 2 s
DON'T KNOW. s eeseennenneeennnnnasaseseeans D

[4

219




28.

29,

30.

31.

If (NEIGHBORHOOD) School closed, do you think your business would

move?
) YES. vieerinnanns . Cresiesesaanaas
NO...... ceeseenas Ctemesasesnanssnnns
DON'T KNOW. ... eveceivnenennanans .

Now I'd like to ask you a few questions about you and your business.

Do you live:

in the area on the MapP.eseeseeenneerans !
in Seattle, but not in this area, or......
outside Seattle? ,...cec... ceessssanannns ‘

et

~

Including yourself, how many employees do you have?

3

58"

What was your business’ gfoss income last year? You don't have to

59 - 60

tell me the exact amount--just the letter of the group on this card’

that comes closest to it.

A, LESS THAN $20,000..%.c.uuunns cereneans
B. $20,000 - $39,999...... e eeereraranene
C. $40,000 - $59,999. cveenecncnanns .o
D, $60,000 = $99,999 suuurrusrusrasrneenns
E.  $100,000 - $199,999........... Ceerinn
F. .‘OVER$200,000:................ .......
. REFUSED......... ees

DON'T KNOW......

0S|
(W)
)



- 32. That ends our interview. Thank you very much for your time, Would
you mind giving me your name and phone number in case my super-
visor wants to check on my work?

AGREED-.-..- ..... 5 8 9 3 6 8 8 o8 000 0o oo -.'.-...--1

REFUSED BOTH......... *GO TO Q.35%, ....... R

33, NAME:

T REFUSED. . eveveeessosssnasssasssessassssssses R

34. PHONE: -

REFUSED. «rveneeseaneee cons e, ....R

35, "VISIBLE NEIGHBORHOOD'" IS:
COMMERCIAL, . et veensssncencnnnns e .o 1

MIXED RESIDEN TIAL & COMMERCIAL... cen. . 2 | .63

wiok END OF INTERVIEW

TIME ENDED : AM..iiieencensnanesens S |
. ' ceee el

POST-CODE:

DISTANCE FROM SCHOOL I l

64

221
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TRACKED

THE NEIGHBORHOOD SURVEY

Mathematica Policy Rescarch
Scattle, Washington

. o e h
1D NO. 57= 92
TYPE -  TRACKED
ATTEND DIST
NOs YRS AGO 0
CLOSURE YEAR
LOSURE YEAR )

ID Nl'xnlber' 57 - O q Q\ _16_
1 5

N
w
E N

Address:
Interviewer: I.D.:
Time Began AM....1 COMP, TIME
PM....2 MIN.
7 8 9




Hello, my name is " , from Mathematica

I.‘Dolicy Research. We are conducting a éurvc:y for the City of Seattle and

the Secattle Public Schools to find out about -why people move, and their
opinions about the neighborhoods they live in and their schools. You were

sclected at random from people who have moved from the (NEIGHBORH'OOD)
i arca over the last few ye%trs and as such it's important that we get your
opinions. All information will be held confidential and will only be used

©  to produce statistical reports. The interview takes about 20 minutes., We

would appreciate your help in this study.

@ONLY IF RESPONDENT ASKS WHERE WE GOT HIS(HER) NAME, SAY:

Your name came from a list of people who have moved that was provided

by the Seattle Public Schools.

223




1. When did you first move into this house (apartmc'n/t)? J

2. Why did you choose this neighborhood?

CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY:

WORK-RELA TED:

DISTANCE FROM WORK. eeo seeeecs e eeease 1 12
OTHER WORK-RELATED....coeeeocccrcscns. 1 113
HOUSING:

STRUCTURE (FOUND RIGHT PLACE)........ 1 14

FINANCIAL «vevenreennes s e 115
SCHOOLS:

BETTER...... Ceoeassesssceasecsas cecsssacse 116

CLOSER. «evunennes e e . 1

o

NEIGHBORHOOD:

SAFER. «vvtannennenns e e 118

ACCESS TO SHOPS, PUBLIC FACILITIES..... 11

BETTER TRANSPORTATION...c.uuvesnnees. 120

VIEW --OTHER GliOGRAPHICAL FEATURES.. 1 2
SIMILAR NEIGHBORS. v vaeasseanesns Ceveee. 122
NEIGHBORLLNESS/C&JMMUNITY SPIRIT. .«... 123
cHEe o o PERSONAL...esenn e L

OTHER:

] 25




'3, We're intercsted in the kinds of changes in neighborhoodsithat might
cause pcople to move., Would your houschold want to move if:

IF "YWES" TO ITEM "C" OR "E'" ONLY, ASK:

4. Do you think you would actually move if:

(©.3) (0. 4) -

) IR YES TOC OREL
WART TO MOViZ? | WOULD MOVE?.
DON'J | h
L YES | NO_KNOW

A. - the amount of indus- ] 2 D
try nearby increasced? fae

B. more plices in the
neighborhiood were 1 2 D
rented out, rather
than occupied by
their owners? ..., |27

YES.........1
C. any of the schools in D NOVeeeeeeead2 32

the neighborhoods DKeveveweua D
closed 24t eeanncoe |28

N \ //
D.  the kind of people | ) D /
living in the ncighbor- /)\

hood changed? . o0 ve. {29

—
8]

YESoqoccccoool

I, L;hc: q'uac.] 1._1-)' t?.f.th(i- 1 1 2 D NQ...osweues 2 33
schools in L neiyge : ' DK. IR D—

boshood decreasced? 30

17, property vidues went 1

d()\)-’rl?uu.' o0 vaee 0o v o 31 el P




5. lHere is a list of things that may be important in making a neiphborhood
a good place to live. Do you think (I'TIM) is not too important, some-
what important or very important to you?

6. 11 MORE TIHAN 3 "VERY IMPORTANT'", ASK, Which of thosce that
were Y'very important' arc the 3 most important to you? Here's a
card to remind you of the choices. ITAND CARD, ‘

7. 1F MORI THAN ONE "MOST IMFORTANT, "' ASK, Which of those
3 is the single most important to you?

Q.21 (R.6)  (Q.7)
[ NoT SO SR
FOO TN | TAT M= PVERY N [ St 0 BNl NOST B
PORTANT | ror et PO TARNT | it AU POR TS

a, Convenience to 1 2 3 4 5 34
shopping.e.oeseee |. ce——

b. A low crime rate 1 2 3 4 5 35
inthe arcityeesse 1 o

c. Neighbors who
help cach other 1 2 3 4 5 36
OUbe s e eoaveaane | —

d, The quality of
schools in the 1 2 3 4 5 37
ATCA e couwnnnnsse S S |

e. Convenicnce to 1 2 3 4 5 38
WOYHKeeeooooonsne ) _

f. Neighbors who are I 5
similar to you and 3 4 5 39
your family......

g. Schools that arc 1 5 3 4 ' 5
within walking 40
distancCi.ceesses

h., Convenicence to 5 3 4 c
public transpor- 1 ' 7 4

! tation.cveoeeesos B S
{ —

i, Convenicnce to

_. ce t 1 2 3 4 5 a2
parks and recre- | )
ation arcas.see s sl

5




8, Allin all, how satisficd are you with this neighborhood as a pl’.‘ntvlu
live? Would you say: ‘

Vaory e T VPP |

somoewhitt satisfived, v oerssrnnvnnssreoaease 2
43

somewhiat dissalislicd, Olvevescravesosarsonsas 3

very dissatisficd? iioiiiieeraiiieneiaenaaens

9.. Here is a list of things that might be important in giving clementary
school age children a good cducation, Do you think (I'TEM) is not
too important, somaewhat huportant, or very important in giving
clementary school children a good educiation?

~

10,  IF MORI THAN TITREL "VIERY IMPORTANT", ASK: Which of thosc
that were "very important'' are the 3 most important to you? Here's a
card to remind you of the choices., HAND CARD.

11, IF MORJ THAN OMNE "MOST IMPORTANT', ASK: Which of those

is the most impoa.'tzxnt to you? -

(Q. N (0,100 _(O,11)
IS T N1 X3 k] TN
TOO PNi- | WHAT - [VIRY QM- Ly TP I B R
OIS U LS Par Tl T oR TN AT AT
a.  Tcaching the Jd 2 3 4 5 lad
basic skillSc v eevoe '
b, " Strict disciplinc, .. 1 2 _ 3 4 5 s
c. Attending a school R 4 5 las
within walking dis- 1 2 7
tancae {rom home.. o
do Individialized 1 ~ 2 3 4 5 47
instruction...eeoe
¢c. A friendly atmos- 1 2 3 4 5 {48
phere in the sclhool : |
1 3 3 4 5 %
f. Good teachersg...
6




’l)ll . s ﬂtél I

12, A1l in all, how "00(1 a ]ob are pe ]7 | §“ \.),U” Y s¢hools in this
ncighborhood doing today--~woyyd ¥ \3, .
excaellent,, (.7 \\; ‘."' "-.,.“..o......
LN et
good, .. vuan, .o’ N et e
fair, or..., .../ \\".*" NI
POOT? vuuuny . ur’ \\‘/‘,"' N e L ereeeseee
DON'T KNOy;, .. ‘v 007 ‘eeal L, P
4 '

skt GO TO QI N 9
'

2 L i .
13. Now, thinking abaut Lhc cducatian ij ()Ql} ‘ldf ’:] dyq Vi hei ,],horhond
receive in the pubhc cleme ntary bc (, . v, t ]() Say (111'4\1) is
exccllent, good, fair, or poors k\ 2..' . T[\p“ JTEM "
RIL I“ f wil OW TO
nal.te" ON GRID, IF RESPONDES. (4 \s\‘/ HESN L T KN .
2 OR MORE ITEMS, OR 1N01L,\q§ »1{\, \g 1’,1_1;;\48 KNOW ABOUT

SCHOOLS, CIRCLE "D" FOR RrM o > AND GO TO
Q. 14. A /‘/I I\ './f"—\\_\ o
//’/ Q ‘\ . JRARN ] l;.(.,“\ !
P 772 M S KRR
"a. the sub. } 5 " D s
- , jects tth
are taughe ‘/\ \/‘/-\\__ ]
b. the way 3
- they are } 7 4 D |52
disci-
pli.n(.'d. .. —/\\/r/\\—_f
c. the disa 3
tancca thcy i 7 4 D is3
travel tg
school, | _/—\\w T N — ]
d. after- 3
school } 2 4 D |54
progranyg
that are /\
offcred, - T — | ]
o
e, thc qua)j. g 3
ty of the . 7 q P s
teacherg |- //\ L ‘
b3 —/ i \/ ~—~—i eemed
N
7 \\ B




14, In the last year has any onc in your houschold attended any. mcctnip\‘s.
or other activities that were, held ina public clementary school

buildi mg ?
YES..... .1
NO......uven. cereeeee  FGO TO Q17 0uuun 2 56
DON';I‘ KNGOV ......c00ut ¥*GO TO .Q.17*..... ceo D

SN

.“’,
15, What kinds of activitics were these? FOR EACIH ASK:

16,  Who attended that meeceting (activity)--was it-adults, junior or scnior
high school-aged children, or younger children? :

CIRCLE ALL TIIAT APPLY: (Q.15) (Q.16)

: COHIGHT . YOUNCGEFR
TYPE HADULIYS | SCHOGH | CHFLDRIEE N
. 1 ) . . .
PTSA...civivnnn. Y 1 s 1 59
SCHOOL-RELATED SOCIAL OR 5 L 1
FUND-RAISING ACTIVITIES.....,. .60 6 62
CITIZEN'S ADVISORY COUNCILS, 3 ) . 1
COMMUNITY GROUPS,.......u... 63 64 65
SCOUTS, CAMPFIRE GIRLS, 4 p 1 1
YOUTH GROUIPS. B P 66 67 68
5 1 1 1
ADULT ED, /NIGHT SCHOOL. e 69 70 71
: G Al Sl e ‘
PARK DEPT." RECREATIONAL 6 1 1 1
ACTIVITIES, iieteteenensennnnn. . 72 73 ‘ 74
7 1 1 1
PRE-SCIIOOL- ‘DAY CARE,....... 75 76 77
RLLIQIOUS "BOLITIGAL QRGS : 7 9l 80
Card 2: - 2
THER EDUCATIONATL: * 3 6
Ol - 9 1l 1 1 1
- 7 8 9
OTI11cR MEETINGS:
‘ 10
— 10 n 12

229



17, Are there any (other) activitics or meetings that you think ought to
take place in the public elementary schools,

YIESecsoseeeeceaas cecocceseanes cevoeose eeo 1

' 12
NO. it terneniesaneeese e GO TO Q1900 uel .. 2

18, What are they?
CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY:

P rSA . eeuennenenenn et et e seceemanosacaaces L4
SCHOOL-RELATED SOCIAL OR FUND- ,
RAISING ACTIVITIES. cvivovvarssnsans b e aaeans 1as
CITIZEN'S ADVISORY COUNCILS, COMMUNITY ‘
GROUPSQQQQQQ ------- o--o'--o-; ------ O e ¢ e ¢ @ ¢ @ 116

SCOUTS, CAMPFIRE GIRLS, YOUTH GROUPS. . 17
ADULT ED. /NIGHT SCHIOOL.. .. +. .. e veieeces L8
"PARK DEPT., RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES. ... 119
PﬁE-SCHOOL, DAY CARE. +vevrnneerenrs ceees 120
RELIGIOUS, POJ.JIrICAIJ ORGANIZATIONS. .. .. Rl

OTHER EDUCATIONAL:

1 22
OTHER MEETINGS:_____ | 123
k. GO TO FQ. 20‘ sk
19. Should public.schools be used for other activities besides educating
children? o ‘

YES.. eoeveane ccenuiadese Ceeseaaaaes ceseenann 1
’ NO. ¢ ceceeasenssacsassesssasssadasoseessneas .22

DON'T KNOW..u.eunn. eeeeeenaaen Ceeeeenan D

9 .




‘ 20. Now I'm going to be asking you some questions about the (NEIGIIBOR-
HOOD) area and why you left it,

- Why did you move out of your place in (NEIGHBORHOOD)?

CIRCLE ONLY ONE:

WORK:

 DISTANCE......e000se *GO TO Q.22%,....... 1
OTHER
WORK-RELATED...... *GO TO Q.22 %.uveeuns 2
HOUSING:
STRUCTURE (LACKED DESIRED
FEATURES).......... *GO TO Q.22%,,.,. cee 3
FINANCIAL (COULDN'T AFFORD »
RENT)...c.evvnnn. ces %GO TO Q. 22%, . ... ... 4
SCHOOLS. et vvenrnsananss cheeens ceeeeenas ... 5
CHANGE IN
o NEIGHBORHOOD........ *GO TO Q. 22%....... 6
PERSONAL...... veenee . *GO TO Q.22%........ 7
OTHER: ]
..... *GO TO Q.22%,....... 8
231

10
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21,

22.

23,

What about he schoaly didn't you like?

V-BUSSU\JG.......‘..... ........... Cecenane P Y
DIST&NCE TO SCHOOL . v v e va esnnnnnernennnn, 1 2
“ROy pED CLASS ROOMS. . ... .. .... R
NOT L NOUGH AFTER-SCHOOL ACTIVITIES. ... . 1 5

BAGHERS. cevvvnnnn.. et e, 1 10
URRIC[JLUM. O esese s 1 3
S“UAST RESORT ONLY: QUALITY OF SEATTLE |

LIC SCHOOLS. .o vuvivieeee s, cececeeen 1 32
OTHER;- , . B 1 4

Thinking ay gyt the ;NEIGHBOI{HOOD) area at the tinmve you moved,
overall, wy ¢ ¢? appen'mg to it as a place to live? Was it:

1mpr0vlng .............. ¢ o0 00 000 s0acess00 e o0 1
StaYIhg the SAIME, OT, 444000000 TR . . 2
. : 34

gcttmg WOTSC? ceeioennanns R 3

DON'T NOW......... ceesesstteeeanns ceerene D
At the time ou 7%V, .o (NEIGHBORHOOD) the kind of area where
neighbors hel_pad each Qther out? .

YES. I L LR B ® 0 s 00000000 0 0° 0000000000000 1

NO. D T T I I R I I 2 35

DON, KNOW. ottt ittt iiiiineensooneananaasons D



24

25,

26.

Did most, some, or a.few people in the (NEIGHBORIOOL) areca keep
up their property? '

MOS Tt s e ettt et et ettt te e e ]

SOME . ettt ettt et et e 2

23 o P 3

‘f DON'T KNd‘w ................................ D
—ﬁrf{ o

At the time you moved, how often did crimes like vandalism and bur-
glary happen in the (NEIGHBORHOOD) area? Would you say:

= T o 1
SOTTIC, Ol 4 it v ee o vvnn s ansiosonneensesonssennsos 2
alittle? . .. i it i i et e 3
DON'T KNOW. . ...t ieeane D

At the time you moved, how many vacant houses were there in the
(NEIGHBORHOOD) area? °Would you say: ‘

= T I o 1 1

SOTILE, « e ¢ s ot o v et ot oovusosssatosesnssonsassnas 2

a few, or: ........................ EEREERIERTy 3

n.one? ........................................ 4

DON'T KNOW....... e s e a e e s a e D
12l

933

37



27, Wex‘-e‘the'_re'a‘ny (6the_r) ways you thought the (NEIGHBORI-IOOD) arca
was changing? ' - ‘

CODE ANY SPECIFIC CHANGES MENTIONED IN Q. 20 HERL.

13

©934

YES: INCREASED | DICREASED]
]
|SCHOOLS _
: 1 ’ 2 19
DISTANCE .+« ettt vanen cnvns
QUALITY.. .... e 1 2 40
PROPERTY:
UPKEEP OF PROPERTY. .veveuene. i 2
PROPERTY VALUES. . ev'ivrenoons 1 2 42
NUMBER OF OWNER-OCCUPIED 1 2 a3
FIOMES. +evseesesossoonesassasnss
AMOUNT OF COMMERCIAL/ 1 2 44
INDUSTRIAL USE OF LAND.......
VACANT HOUSES/APARTMENTS. .. 1 2 45
NUMBER OF MULTI-FAMILY 1 > 46
RESIDENCES w seeereenaesersrones
RESIDENTS:
AGE OF RESIDENTS....vueeaenrensf 1 z 47
NUMBER OI' MINORITIES. . ve. ... 1 2 48
SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS OF 1 P 140
RIESIDENT S  cnvesesasseessonssans
NUMBER OF CHILDREN IN 1 2 so
NEIGHBORIIOOD. svivnesanessasens
ACTIVITY OF COMMUNITY GROUPS 1 2 51
COMMUNITY SPIRIT/CONCERN OF 1 2 2.
RESIDENTS. ¢ csveesaenrsasescoenns
NI:IGHBORHOOD:
. 1 2 53
CRIME RATE .. vaeeesnesnsenenens
' : 4
SITOPS, PUBILIC FACILITIES ceves s 1 2 5
TRANSPORTATION, oo uvesvnsennns ! 2 58
1 2 56
OFHER: .
‘NO:.“.......5_....‘...........'..00 l

57



28. ''SCHOOLS'" WAS ONLY CHANGE MENTIONED »
IN Q.20 & 27+ v e e eeeeee e iae s %GO TO O.33%. .. ..... 1

OTHER CHANGES WERE MENTIONED IN Q.20 & 27...... BRI 2

29, What caused (those changes)(that change) in the neighborhood?

SCHOOL CLOSURE...... . %GO TO Q.33%ceeoes 1
OTHER:
58
.............................. 2
DON'T KNOW. . iuueuaeoourccocooenonnns . e D
29A IS ORIGINAL NEIGHBCRHOCD

DECATUR

YESeeeeGO TO Qe33ccescssl
NO.........‘.............2

30. CIRCLE ONE:

RESPONDENT MENTIONED

NSCHOOLS" IN Q.20 OR 27.. ........%*GO TO Q.33 ..... ... 1
RESPONDENT DID NOT MENTION "SCHOOLS"
IN Q.20 OR 27,, ...... F T Weees e 2
31, Were you aware that~(NEIGHBORHOOD) school closed in (YEAR)?
YES. LR Qo L . e 8. o9 e ® o 0 0 o Q ® ® 0 0 0 00 1
59
NO. ' oveererosecensnss . *GO TO Q. 33% ..,0...2
3z, Did the school closure enter into your decision to move out of
(NEIGHBORHOOD)?
YES. ..... v e . ® 8 © 0 00 06 00 000 00 s 00 00 00 0. BN ] 1
NO.:veioeoesoeosossoossesssscssssssssnsscsss 2 60
DON'TKNOW....G..I....GI.... ....... QII;I.. D

14
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34,

35,

3€.

37,

When did you move out of the (NEIGHBORHOOD) arca~~-in what month

and year?

MO YR
62 63

61 64

Now I'd like to ask a few questions about youand your houschold.

Other than you, how many adults are cur rently living in your house-

hold? o , . ;
s 66

65
NONE: ¢ eeceesns cecesees WGO TO Q.36 *...00

What are the ages of the other adults? T
' Lo.o...
&7 68
2..... R
69 70
3eecen ]
7N 72
L FU S
TP 74
5., o e o'
75 76
How old arc¢ you?
77 78
Arc there any children in your household?
D40 0 T IO
NO ceceseccsasano s o GO TO Q.35 “vvnonn
Card 3. - 3
12 3 4 5 6
15



33, What are their ages?
lo.o...
7 8
2.4, ]
9 10
3. L] o
N 12
4.....
3 W
5. L]
5 16
6. L] PO - .
17 i8
Tevenn
19 20
8...
21 22
9. e O P
723 94
10..... N
25 26
39, ARE TIHERE ANY CIILDREN AGIES 5-12?
YES. O e ® 0 0 0 0 0 - 0O e ® o 0 o @ 0 0o 060 2 o0 00 00 0 0 00 L o o o o



4Q,

4],

{2

43,

'CIRCLE ONE:

(Is this child)(Are some or all of the children aged 5-12) enrolled
in a public clementary school?

ALL ARE...... e e
SOM]—;:ARE‘...OOOJ...COO ............. 0O 0 e e 0O @ 0 0 2 N
27
NOu v oo e e 5GO TO Q. “vuvonss 3
DON'T KNOW.rrrnrenn. 4GO TO .42 %0 reuso. D

(Does he or she)(Do some or ;111 of the children enrolled in public
elementary school) attend school in this neighborhood?

-ALll 1)O~-‘a ooooooo VU e ® 60 0O 00 00 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 e 0o 0 o0 o0 e 1
SOME DO st ioe e ceeiareasecaneanasonaeees 2

) » 28
N L T R T
DON" KNOW....ccocsesssocscccsacsacccsscssse . D

THERE ARE CHILDREN AGED 5-12 WIIO ARE NOT IN
PUBLIC ELEMENTARY SCIIOOL...ce..s st tesasesesesasecns 1

THERE ARE NO CIII.LDREI;I AGED 5-12 WII0 ARI. NOT
IN PUBLIC ELEMENTARY SCHOOL. .., *GO TO Q.45% 0 0essso 2

Is this child (Are any of th‘cse children aged 5-12) cnrolled in a
private or parochial school?

DON'T KNOW. o' v eenses #GO TO Q. 45% o00ou. e D

238
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44,

45,

46,

Why is he (she)(are they) enrolled in pi'ivatc school?

CIRCIL.E ONLY ONI:

BETTER ACADEMIC EDUCATION, oveceooes e

BETTER DISCIPLINE. ceooesesasssrosssnnns o

R SCI’IOOIJ IS CLO,SERQQOOOOo‘o.a.ooo.o‘oao.o..‘-a.
OTHER:

What elementary school attendance district is your home in?

1
DON T KNOW, ... iiirertiinorrnnocacrcocconeas D
Docs your houschold (do you) own thiis hous¢-(apartiment); are you " = 7T
buying it, or do you rent it?
OWN/BUYING....... TR TR R R
RENT/LEASE...... .....l........., ........ .‘.. 2
DON'T KNOW ... D

239

18

31



47. What was your houschold's total annual income before taxes last
year? You don't have to tell mec the exact amount: - just the Jetter
of the group on this card that coines closest Lo it,

Ae S0 TOF1,999.uuenernaeenee e
B, '$5‘,ooo"ro $9,990 0 et ee e R
C.  $10,000 TO $11,999, ¢ eunrnn.n e
\ ¢
D, $12,000 TO S14, 9990 eue.enn. P e
E.  $15,000 TOS19,99%u e eenrensoneeannns
F.  $20,000 TO $24, 999u v vsveenrnasnncnnes ..
G.  $25,000 TO $49, 000 neannnns, e
H. °$50,000 OR MORE..... . e
DON'T KNOW..vvervenns e rereee e
REFUSEDu v eeeenneeenns e, e



4p,

How much have you been following the news Jately about the closure of
somec of the public clementary schools? Would you say you've followaed

| it:
| very closely,.ioeeeeoacccns o esscecsssscasces oo 1
somewhat closcly,.oe. .. ceo ertecetre e e soe e 2
a little bit, OFu..v... ceaeneo e e eeeeean 3 a4
notatall...ioeevans cieeneasenees e ssocenens 4
DON‘TVII'{NO\V ............. PPN Geesses e e .‘D

49,

50,

My next few questions are only for research purposes. You may feel
free not to answer them if you don't want to,

Did ybu happen to vote in the school levy election on March 167

YES. tesecssesensavens ceeeen cesens ceecesecane 1
NO/tieeeeeeeonns ceeeee e FGO TO Q.54%, . 00uves 2 35
REF‘USED. cierreeveevs vitGO-TO-C . 54% |, ... R
How did you vote?
YES: ........................................ 1
NO.‘° ................ ceen terecetec st 2 38
REFUSED. ..cieneenn. sesoosvaesece e o . os s R

o241
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51,

52,

53,

i LAY for
- . . : ry b l‘ L'}1
That ends our interview. Thany yo! 710N W
you mind giving me your name Q
wants to check on my work?

Qﬂd hlll‘

AGREED.,. ., . .- DN

!
REFUSED BOTiI. AN

w

NAME: 4_\\///\\\J//

REFUSED.., ... . """
PHONI : -
REFUSED...,, ... . ,.°°""
4/
24

11‘10 cT il]
b

. -0 T
, e O Q Q‘46 e

YOu]. £11nC e Would
Qs my Supervisor

1

.37
veeee R

. . oo o
S ee e’ M

‘0‘.'..'00000 I\

oo..aoR



54, WIIAT 1S RESPONDENT!'S SEN? (DO NOT ASK)

FEMALE. cvveerrsnnnn. S U |
» ‘ " 38
h{i!\LE ......... .-..;- V0 e e eV ee 000 ee e e e er e s s0re s0 e 2

550 WHAT IS RESPONDENT!'S RACE? (DO NOT ASK)

AMERICAN INDIAN. . ot vvtees venevnnnnvnenns 1
AS‘IA’N. ................ ot roecoesareran coeuves &
BLACK.‘....,..,..... ...... cereoeeena ceiienea 3
CHICANO/SPANISH DESCENT, ,.0v.... ceeoiese 4 39
WHITE. .. oo oen eioecoecso0seebeno s i des Y 5
OTHER: . ' »» 6
DON'T KNOW...... e ceveeriien. D

56. RESPONDENT LIVES IN:

HOUSE., .ttt ver e ieiantotinreneansinnsnsasnnes ]
2- OR 3-UNIT DWELLING . e e eesoeeassees ceos 2 40
APARTMENT 1ttt e eeeevonanns heoesees ceiesee 3

57 . "VISIBLE NEIGIIBORIIOOD" IS: ‘=
RESIDENTIAL. e euueerosecsnnaaeones R

. : 1
MIXED RESIDENTIAL & COMMERCIAL.v.oueen . 2

i END OF INTERVIEW. e

rME ENpED] | - [ | pm.. .5 DISTANCE FROM SCHOOL
: o _— : - o ‘ 42
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VALIDATION.

Houschold Survey

Rcspondcnt's Name:

Tcléplione:

‘Interview ID#:

~ . Hello, I'm . . from Mathematica Policy Research,

__ Did one of our interviewers contact you recently and conduct an interview

‘about your neighborhood?

YES

NO

1. Was the interviewer courteous and professional in their approach?

YES
NO
;" 2. = About how long did the intervicwer take?
3. When did ydu first move into this house (apartment)?
S T 19

B (Coé)_l_lna re with #1--check if inconsistent 1)

o aaa

MIN




'Houschold Survey Validation--page 2

4, * Do you think * " is not too important, somewhat
important, or very important in giving clementary school children
a good ecducation? - .

{Che ck if inconsistent )

% Item listed as single most important on question 31, page 13.

5, How many children are there in your hcusehold?

(Compare with questions 54 afid 55 on page 21 and check if
inconsistent )e

Thank you very much for your help.

VALIDATORS COMMENTS:

NOTI: Refer ziny iinconsi,s‘tcncies to Mike \thélcrr_--tllis form glong with the

interview booklet.

——— . sErmese ®




" VALIDATION-

Business Survey

Respondent’s Name:

Teclephone:

Interview 1Dt

Hello, I'm - ' from Mathematica Policy Rescarch.

Did one ‘of our interviewers contact you recently and conduct an interview. ©

.'.'

about your neighborhood?

YES

'I B TR

1. Was the interviewer courtcous and profcssional in their approach?

_ . YES
NO
2. About how long did the interviewer take? i
MIN
3, When did your business open at this location?
19

(Compare with #1--check if inconsistent )

246



PEPON

‘Business Survey Validation -- page 2

4, How much crime is fhéré around here--would you say:
- ] TR S P
SOMIC, e eseesceccesosnccesssssanssosssoncnsos &
B 1itELC, OT..veseoessnonoossecsesocconascesane 3

nOnC?ooo-ooo...oo.-.-...-oo-e..-.--o..oo.-.. 4

DON'T KNO\V................0...........0.".‘ D

(Compare with #7 on page 5 and check here if inconsistent ) .

5. Do you live:
in the (ATTENDANCE) 2TCa, 00 veeeeerenssnanes 1
in Scattle, but not in this area, Or v.viceeeecoss 2

OuLSidc Seattle?.ooo.o.o.ooooooo.ooooooooooonn 3

(Compare with #29 on page 12 and check here if inconsistent )

. Thank you for your help.

VALIDATORS COMMENTS:

NOTI: Refex any inconsistencics to Mike Wheeler--this form along with the
interview booldet. I ' '




A LINGCM WA \'Uy V(‘LLU“DLUAI"'"‘J“B\; [~

4. Do you think ® ' s not too important, somewhat
' important, or very important in giving clementary school children
a good education? :

(Check if inconsistent )

* Jtem listed as single most important on question 11,. page 6,

5. How many children are there in your houschold?

(Compare with questions 37 and 38 on pages 15 and 16 and check if
inconsistent Yo -

.Thank.you very much for your help,

VALIDATORS COMMENTS:

NOTE: Refer any inconsistencies to Mike Wheeler --this form along with the
interview booklet,




VALIDATION

Tracked Survey

. Respondent's Name:

w Telephone: |
Interview ID{:
Hello, I'm ' .+ from Mathematica Policy Resecarch,
Did oiié of our interviewers contact you recently and conduct an interview
about your neighborhood?
YES
NO
1. Was the interviewer courteous and professional in their appro&éh?
YIS
NO
2. About how .long did the interviewer take?
.\ -
) e - : . MmN

'3, When did you {irst move into this house (apartment)?

P s

(Compare with #1--check if inconsisténtl 1)




